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- PREFACE.

et —

READER, thou hast here the beginning and
end of a discourse concerning Government :
what fate has otherwise disposed of the papers
that should have filled up the middle, and were
more than all the rest, it is not worth while to
tell thee. These, which remain, I hope are
sufficient to establish the throne of our great re-
storer, or present King William ; to make good
_ his title, in the consent of the people, which
being the only one of all lawful governments; he
has more fully and clearly, than any prince in
Christendom ; and to justify to the world the
people of England, whose love of their just and
natural rights, with their resolution to preserve
them, saved the nation when it was on the very
brink of slavery and ruin. If these papers have
that evidence I flatter myself is to be found in
them, there will be no great miss of those which
are lost, and my reader may be satisied without
them : for, I imagine, I shall have neither the
time nor incligation to repeat my pains, and fill
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up the wanting part of my answer, by tracing
Sir Robert again through all the windings and
obscurities which are to be met with in the
several branches of his wonderful system. The
king, and body of the nation, have since so tho-

roughly confuted his Hypothesis, that I suppose

nobody hereafter will have either the confidence
to appear against our common safety, and be
again an advocate for slavery; or the weakness
to be deceived with contradictions dressed up
in a popular style, and well-turned periods: for
if any one will be at the pains, himself, in those
parts, which are here untouched, to strip Sir
Robert’s discourses of the flourish of doubtful
expressions, and endeavour to reduce his:words
to direct, positive, intelligible propositions, and
then compare them one with another;,. he will
quickly be satisfied there was never so much
glib nonsense put together in well-sounding
English. If he think it not worth while to
examine his works all through, let him make an
experiment in that part where he treats of Usur-
pation ; and let him try whether he can, with
all his skill, make Sir Robert intelligible, and
consistent with himself, or common sense. 1
should not speak so plainly of a gentleman, long
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since past answering, had not the pulpit, of late
years, publicly owned his doctrine, and made it
the current divinity of the times. It is neces-
sary those men, who taking on them to be teach-
ers, have so dangerously misled others, should
be openly shewed of what authority this their.
Patriarch is, whom they have so blindly fol-
lowed, so that they may either retract what
upon so ill grounds they have vented, and can-
not be maintained ; or else justify those princi-
ples which they have preached up for gospet ;
though they had no better an author than an
English courtier: for I should not have writ
against Sir Robert, or taken the pains to shew
his mistakes, inconsistencies, and want of (what
he so much boasts of, and pretends wholly to
build on) scripture-proofs, were there not men
amongst us, who by crying up his: books, and
espousing his doctrine, save me from the re-
proach of writing against a dead -adversary.
They have been so zealous in this point, that if I
have done him any wrong, I cannot hope they
should spare me. I wish, where they had done
the trath and the public wrong, they would be
as ready to redress it, and allow its just weight
to this reflection, viz. that there cannot be done

\
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a greater mischief to prince and people, than
the propagating wrong notions concerning Go-
vernment : thatyso at last all times might not
have reason to complain of the drum ecclesiastic.
If any one, concerned really for truth, undertake
the confutation of my hypothesis, I promise him
either to recant mistake, upon fair convietion,
-or to answer his difficulties. But he must re-
member two things :

First, That cavilling here and there, at some
expression, or little incident of my discourse, is
pot an answer to my book. '

Secondly,_ That I shall not take railing for ar-
guments, nor think either of these worth my
notice : though I shall always look on myself
as bound to give satisfaction to any one who

 shall appear to be conscientiously scrupulous in
the point, and shall shew any just groﬂnds for
his scruples. N

I have nothing more but to advertise the
reader, that Observations stands for Observations
on Hobbes, Milton, &c. and that a bare ‘quota-
tion of pages always imean Pages of his
Patriarcha. Edit. 1680. '



OF GOVERNMENT.

BOOK 1.

CHAPTER L

§. 1. SLAVERY-is so vile and miserable an
estate of man, and so directly opposite to the
generous temper and courage of our nation;
that it is hardly to be conceived, that an Eng-
lishman, much less a gentleman, should plead
for it. And truly I should have taken Sir
Robert Filmer’s Patriarcha, as any other trea-
tise, which would persuade all men, that they
are slaves, and ought to be so, for such another
exercise of- wit, a8 was his who writ the en-
comium of Nero; rather than for a serious
discourse meant in earnest, had not the gravity
of the title and epistle, the picture in the front
of the book, and the applayse that followed it,
required me to believe, that the author and
publisher were both in earnest. I therefore
took it into my hands with all the expectation,
and read it through with all the attention due -
to a treatise that made such a noise at its
coming abroad, and cannot but confess myself
mightily surprised, that in a book, which was

B
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to provide chains for all mankind, I should find
nothing but a rope of sand, useful perhaps
to such, whose skill and business it is to raise
a dust, and would blind the people, the better
to mislead them; but in truth not of any force
to draw those into bondage who have their eyes
open, and so much sense about them as to
consider, that chains are but an ill wearing,
how much care soever hath been taken to file
and polish them.

§. 2. Ifany one think I take too much liberty
in speaking so freely of a man, who is the great
champion of absolute power, and the idol of
those who worship it; I beseech him to make
this small allowance for. once, to one, who, even
after the reading of Sir Robert’s book, cannot
but think himself, as the laws allow him, a
freeman: and I know no fault it is to do so,
unless any one better skilled in the fate of it
than I, should have it revealed to him, that this
treatise, which has lain dormant so long, was,
when it appeared in the world, to carry, by
strength of its arguments, all liberty out of it ;
.and that thenceforth our author’s short model
was to ‘be the pattern in the mount, and the
perfect standard of politics for the future. His
system lies in a little compass ; it is no more
but this,

¢ That all government is absolute monarchy.”’
And the ground he builds on is this,

¢« That no man is born free.”’

§. 3. In this last age a generation of men has
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sprung up amongst us, that would flatter !
princes with an opinion, that they have a !
divine right to absolute power, let the laws |
by which they are constituted, and are to
govern, and the conditions under which they
enter upon their authority, be what they will,
and their engagements to observe them never so
well ratified by solemn oaths and promises. To
make way for this doctrine, they have denied
mankind a right to natural freedom; whereby
they have not only, as much as in them lies,
exposed all subjects to the utmost misery of
tyranny and oppression, but have also unsettled
the titles, and shaken the thrones of princes:
{for they too by these men’s system, except
only one, are all born slaves, and by divine right
are subjects to Adam’s right heir;) as if they . ¢
had 2csigned to make war upon all government,
and subvert the very foundation of human
society, to serve their present turn.

§. 4. However we must believe them upon
their own bare words, when they tell us, we
are all born slaves, and we must continue so,
there is no remedy for it; life and thraldom
we entered into together, and can never be
quit of the one, till we part with the other.
Scripture or reason I am sure do not any where
say so, notwithstanding the noise of divine
right, as if divine authority hath subjected us
to the unlimited will of another. An admi-
rable state of mankind, and that which they
have not had wit enough to find out till this

L s e st e s
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latter age. For, however Sir Robert Filmer
seems to condemn the novelty of the contrary
opinion, Patr. p. 3. yet I believe it will be hard
for him to find any other age, or country of the
world, but this, which has asserted monarchy to
be jure divino. And he confesses, Patr. p. 4.
That Heyward, Blackwood, Barclay, and others,
that have bravely vindicated the right of kings in
most points, never thought of this, but with one
consent admitted the natural liberty aud equality
of mankind.

‘§. 5. By whom this doctrine came at first to
be broached, and brought in fashion amongst us,
and what sad effects it gave rise to, I leave to
historians to relate, or to the memory of those,
who were contemporaries with Sibthorp and
Manwering, to recollect. My business at pre-
sent is only to consider what Sir Robert Filmer,
who is allowed to have' carried this argument
farthest, and is supposed to have brought it to
perfection, has said in it; for him every one,
who would be as' fashionable as French was at
court, has learned, and runs away with this
short system of politics, vzz. ¢ Men are not born
« free, and therefore could never have the liberty
“ to choose either governors, or forms of govern-
“ gent.”” Princes have their power absolute,
and by divine right ; for slaves could never have
a right to compact or consent. Adam was an
absolute monarch, and so are all princes ever
since.
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CHAPTER II.
Of Paternal and Regal Power.. |

§. 6. Sir Robert Filmer’s. great position is,
that men are not naturally free. This is the
foundation on which his absolute monarchy
stands, and from which it erects itself to such
an height, that its power is above every power,
caput inler nubila, so high above all earthly and
human things, that thought can scarce reach it;
that promises and oaths, which tie the infinite
Deity, cannot confine it. But if this foundation
fails, all his fabric falls with it, and governments
must be left again to the old way of being
made by contrivance, and the consent of men
(’Aspwmim xnone) making use of their reason to
unite together into society. To prove this grand
position of his, he tells us, p. 19. ¢ Men are born
““ in subjection to thesr parents,”’ and therefore
cannot be free. And this authority of parents
he calls royal authority, p. 12, 14. Fatherly
authority, right of fatherhood, p. 12, 20. Qne
would have thought he would, in the beginning
of such a work as this, on which was to depend
the authority of princes, and the obedience of
subjects, have told us expressly, what that
fatherly authority is, have defined it, though
not limited it, because in some other treatises
of his he tells us, it is unlimited and unlimit-



6 OF GOVERNMENT.

able*; he should at least have given us such
an account of it, that we might have had an
entire notion of this fatherkood or fatherly au-
thority, whenever it eame in our way in his
writings : this I expected to have found in the
first chapter of his Patriarcha. But instead
thereof, having, 1. en passant, made his obey-
sance to the arcana tmpersi, p. 5.; 2. made his
compliment to the rights and lLberties of this or
any other nation, p. 6. which he is going pre-
sently to null and destroy; and, $. made his

leg to those learned men, who did not see so
~ far into the matter as himself, p. 7. he comes.
to falt on Bellarmine, p. 8. and, by a victory
over him, establishes his fatherly authority
beyond any question. Bellarmine being routed
by his own confession, p. 11. the day is clear
got, and there- is no more need of any forces :
for having done that, I observe not that he
states the question, or rallies up any arguments
to make good his epinion, but rather tells us
the story, as he thinks fit, of this strange kind
of domineering 'phantom, ecalled the father-
kood, which, whoever could catch, presently
got'empire, and unlimited absolute power. - He
assures us how this fatherhood began in Adum,

* In grants and gifts that have their original frem God or
nature, as the pewer of the father hath, no-inferier power of
man can limit, nor make any law of preseription against
them. Observations, 158. :

-The scripture teaches, that supreme power was originally in

" the father, without any limitation. Qbservations, 245.
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continued its course, and kept the world in
order all the time of the patriarchs till the flood,
got out of the ark with Noah and his sons,
made and supported all the kings of the earth
-till the captivity of the Israelites in Egypt, and
then the poor fatherhood was under hatches,
till God, by giving the Israelites kings, re-esta-
blished the ancient and prime right of the lineal
succession in paternal government. This is his
business from p. 12, to p. 19. And then obvia-
ting an objection, and clearing a difficulty or
two, with one half reason, p. 23. ¢ to confirm
¢ the natural right of regal power,”’ he ends the
first chapter. I hope it is no injury to call an
half quotation an - half reason; for God says,
« Honour thy futher and mother;’’ but ourauthor
contents himself with half, leaves out thy mother
quite, as little serviceable to his purpose. But
of that more in another place.

§. 7. I do not think our author so little skilled
in the way of writing discourses of this nature,
nor so careless of the point in hand, that he by
oversight commits the fault, that he himself, in
his Anarchy of a mized Monarchy, p. 239, ob-
jects to Mr. Hunton in these words: ¢ Where
« first I charge the author, that he hath not given
“ us any definition, or description of Monarchy
“ in general; for by the rules of method he should
“ have first defined.”” And by the like rule of
method Sir Robert should have told us, what
his fatherhood or fatherly authority is, before he
had told us, in whom it was to be found, and
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talked so much of it. But perhaps Sir Robert
found, that this fatherly authority, this power
of fathers, and of kings, for he makes them
both the same, p. 24, would make a very odd
and frightful figure, and very disagreeing with
what either children imagine of their parents,
or subjects of their kings, if he should have
given us the whole draught together in that
gigantic form, he had painted it in his own
fancy; and therefore, like a wary physician,
when he would have his patient swallow some
harsh or corrosive liguor, he mingles it with a
large quantity of that which may dilute it ; that
the scattered parts may go down with less
feeling, and cause less aversion.

§. 8. Let us then endeavour to find what
account he gives us of this fatherly authority,
as it lies scattered in the several parts of his
writings. And first, as it was vested in Adam,
he says, ¢ Not only Adam, but the succeeding
«.patriarchs, had, by right of fatherhood, royal
¢ authority over their children,” p.12. ¢ This
« Jordship which Adam by command had overthe -
¢« whole world, and byright descending fromhim,
“ the patriarchs did enjoy, was as large and ample
« asthe absolute dominion of any monarch, which
“ hath been since the creation,” p. 13. “ Domi-
“ nion of life and death, making war, and con-
“ cluding peace,” p. 13. *“ Adam and the patri-
s archs had absolute power of life and death,” 35.
Cow Kings, in the right of parents, succeed to the
« exercise of supreme jurisdiction,’”” p. 19. « As
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« kingly power is by the law of God, so it hath
* po inferior law to limit it; Adam was lord of
“all,”” p. 40. * The father of a family governs
“ by no other law, than by his own will,”’ p.78.
« The superiority of princes is above laws,”” p.79.
“ The unlimited jurisdiction of kings is so amply
« described by Samuel,” p. 80. ¢ Kings are
“ above the laws,”” p. 93. And to this purpose
see a great deal more which our author delivers
in Bodin’s words : ¢ It is certain, thdt all laws,
« privileges, and grants of princes, have no force,
“ but during their life ; if they be not ratified by
‘“ the express consent, or by sufferance of the
“ prince following, especially privileges,”” Ob-
servations, p. 279.  The reason why laws have
“been also made by kings, was this; when
“ kings were either busied with wars, or dis-
“ tracted with public cares, so that every private
“ man could not have access to their persons, to
“ learn their wills and pleasure, then were laws
“ of necessity invented, that so every particular
“ subject might find his prince’s pleasure decy-
“ phered unto him in the tables of his laws,”
p-92. “ In a monarchy, the king must by ne-
“ cessity be above the laws,”’ p. 100. « A
“ perfect kingdom is that, wherein the king rules
“ all things according to his own will,”’ p. 100.
« Neither common nor statute laws are, or can
“be, any diminution of that general power,
“ which kings have over their people by right of
¢ fatherhood,”” p. 115. ¢ Adam was the father,
“ king, and lord over his family ; a son, a sub-
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¢ ject, and a servant or slave, were one and the
¢ same thing at first. The father had power to
“ dispose or sell his children or servants; whence
“ we findy that the first reckoning up of goods
‘ in scripture, the man-servant and the maid-
** gervant, are numbered ‘among the possessions
“and substance of the owner, as other goods
“ were,” Observations Pref. ¢ God ulso hath
‘“ given to the father a right or liberty, to alien
“ his power over his children to any other;
‘“ whence we find the sale and' gift of children
“ to have been much in use in the beginning of
¢ the world, when men had their servants for a
¢ possession and an inheritance, as well as other
“ goods ; whereupon we find the power of cas-
“ trating and making eunuchs much in use in
“old times,”” Observations, p. 155. ¢ Law is
% nothing else but the will of him that hath the
« power of the supreme father,”” Observations,
p. 223. It was God’s ordinance that the supre-
“ macy should be unlimited in Adam, and as
¢ large as all the acts of his will ; and as in him
““s0 in all others that have supreme power,”
Observations, p. 245.

‘§. 9. I have been fain to trouble my reader
with these several quotations in our author’s
own words, that in them might be seen his own
‘description of his futherly authority, as it lies
scattered up and down in his writings, which
he supposes was first vested in Adam, and by
right belongs to all princes ever since. This
fatherly authority then, or right of fatherhood,
in our author’s sense, is a divine unalterable



OF GOVERNMENT. 11

right of sovereignty, whereby a father or a
prince hath an absolute, arbitrary, unlimited,
and unlimitable power over the lives, liberties,
and estates of. his. children and ' subjects ;- so
that ‘he may take or alienate their estates, sell,
castrate, or use their persons as he pleases, . they
being all his slaves, and he lord or proprietor of
every thing, and his unbounded will their law.

~ §. 10. Our author having - placed such a
mighty power in Adam, and upon that sup-:
position founded all government, and all power
of ‘princes, it is reasonable to' expect, that he
should have proved this with arguments clear
and evident, suitable to the weightiness of the
cause; that since men had nothing else left
them, they might in slavery have such unde-
niable proofs of its necessity, that their con-
sciences might be convinced, and oblige them
to submit peaceably to that absolute dominion;
which their governors had a right to exercise
over ‘them. Without this, what good could
our author do, or pretend to do, by erecting
such an unlimited power, but flatter the natural
vanity and ambition of men, tob apt of itself to
grow and encrease with the possession of any
power ? and by persuading those, who, by the
consent of their fellow-men, are advanced to
great, but limited degrees of it, that by that
part which ‘is given them, they have a right to
all, that was not so; and thetrefore may do
what they please, because they have authority
to do more than others, and so tempt them



12 OF GOVERNMENT.

to do what is neither for their own, nor the
good of those under their care; whereby great
mischiefs cannot but follow.

§. 11. The sovereignty of Adam, being that
on which, as a sure basis, our author builds
- his mighty absolute monarchy, I expected, that
in his Patriarcha, this his main supposition
would have been proved, and established with
all that evidence of arguments, that such a
fundamental tenet required; and that this, on
which the great stress of the business depends,
would have been made out with reasons suffi-
cient to justify the confidence with which it
was assumed. But in all that treatise, 1 could
find very little tending that way; the thing is
there so taken for granted, without proof, that
I could scarce believe myself, when, upon at-
tentively reading that treatise, I found there so
mighty a structure raised upon the bare sup-
position of this foundation: for it is scarce
credible, that in a discourse, where he pretends
to confute the erromeous principle of man’s
natural freedom, he should do it by a bare
supposition of Adam’s authority, without offer-
ing any proof for that authority. Indeed he
confidently says, that ¢ Adam had royal autho-
“rity,” p. 12 and 13; ¢ absolute lordship and
‘ dominion of life and death,” p. 13; * an uni-
¢ versal monarchy,”” p. 33 ; ¢ absolute power of
“ life and death,” p. 35. He is very frequent
in such assertions; but, what is strange, in all
his whole Patriarcha I find not one pretence of
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a reason to establish this his great foundation of
government ; not any thmg ‘that looks like an
argument, but these words: ¢ To confirm this
“ natural right of regal power, we find in the
« Decalogue, that the law which enjoins obe-
“ dience to kings, is delivered in the terms,
“ Honour thy father, as if all power were ori-
“ ginally in the father.” And why may I not
add as well, that in the Decalogue, the law that
enjoins obedience to queens, is delivered in the
terms of Homour thy mother, as if all power
were originally in the mother? The argument,
as Sir Robert puts it, will hold as well for one
as the other ; but of this, more in its due place.

§. 12. All that I take notice of here, is, that
this is all our author says in his first, or any of
the following chapters, to prove the absolute
power of Adam, which is his great principle:
and yet, as if he had there settled it upon sure
demonstration, he begins his second chapter
with these words, ¢ By conferring these proofs
“ and reasons, drawn from the authority of the
« gcripture.”” Where those proofs and reasons for
Adam’s sovereignty are, bating that of Honour
thy father, above mentioned, I confess, I can-
not find ; unless what he says, p. 11, ¢ In these
¢ words we have an evident confession,’’ vz. * of
“ Bellarmine, that creation made man prince of
“ his posterity,”” must be taken for proofs and
reasons drawn from scripture, or for any sort
of proof at all: though from thence by a new
way of inference, in the words immediately
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following, he concludes, the royal authority of
Adam sufficiently settled in him.

. §. 18. If he has in that chapter, or any where
in, the whole treatise, given any other proofs of
Adam’s royal authority, other than by often
repeating it, which among some men, goes for
argument, I desire any body for him to shew
“me the place and page, that I may be convinced
of my mistake, and acknowledge my oversight.
If'no such arguments are to be found, I beseech
those mcn, who have so much cried up this
book, to consider, whether they do not give the
world cause to suspect, that it is not the force
of reason, and argument, that makes them for
absolute monarchy, but some other by interest,
and therefore are resolved to applaud any au-
thor, that writes in favour of this doctrine,
whether he support it with reason or no. But
I hope they do not expect, that rational and
indifferent men should be brought over to their
opinion, because this their great doctor of it, in
a discourse made on purpose, to set up the
absolute monarchical power of Adam, in oppo-
sition to the natural freedom of mankind, has
said so little to prove it,. from whence it is
rather naturally to be concluded, that there is
little to be said.

§. 14. But that I might omit no care to
inform myself in our author’s full sense, I con-
sulted his Observations on Aristotle, Hobbes, §c.
to see whether in disputing with others he made
use of any arguments for this his darling tenet
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of Adam’s sovereignty ; since .in _his treatise of
the Natural power of Kings, he hath been so
sparing of them. In his Observations on Mr.
' Hobbes’s Leviathan, 1 think he bas put, in
short, all those arguments for it together, which
in his writings.I find him any where to make
use of: his words are. these: ¢ I God created
‘¢ only Adam, and of a piece of him made the
‘ woman, and if by generation from them two,
¢¢ as parts of . them, all mankind be propagated :
¢ if also God gave to Adam, not only the domi-
¢ nion.over the waman and the children that
¢ should issue from them, but also over all the
¢ earth to subdue it, and over all the creatures
‘¢ on it, so that as long as Adam lived, no man
¢ could claim or enjoy any thing but by dona-
“ tion, assignation or permission from him, I
‘“ wonder,”” &c. Observations, p, 165. Here we
have the sum of all his arguments, for Adam’s
sovereignly, and against natural freedom, which
I find-up and down in his other treatises: and
they are .these following; God’s creation of
Adam, the dominion he gave him over Eve, and
the domanzion he had as father over his children :
all which I shall particularly consider.

CHAPTER IIL
Of Adam’s Title to Sovereignty by Creation.

§. 15. Sir Robert, in his preface to his Ob-
servations on Aristotle’s Politics, tells us, «“ A
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* natural freedom of mankind cannot be supposed
“ without the denial of the creation of Adam :”’
but how Adam’s being created, which was
nothing but his receiving a being immediately
from omnipotence and the hand of God, gave
Adam a sovereignty over any thing, I cannot
see, nor ‘consequently understand, how a sup-
position of natural freedom is a denial of Adam’s
creation, and would be glad any body else
(since our author did not vouchsafe us the
favour) would make it out for him: for I.find
no difficulty to suppose the freedom of mankind,
though I have always believed the creation of
Adam. He was created, or began to exist by
God’s immediate power, without the interven-
tion of parents or the pre-existence of any of the
same species to beget him, when it pleased
God he should; and so did the lion, the king
of beasts, before him, by the same creating
power of God: and if bare existence by that
power, and in that way, will give dominion
without any more ado, our author, by this
argument, will make the lion have as good a
title to it, as he, and certainly the ancienter.
No! for Adam had his title by the appointment
of God, says our author in another place.
Then bare creation gave him not dominion,
and one might have supposed mankind free
without the denying the creation of Adam,
since it was God’s appointment made him
monarch.

§. 16. But let us see, how he puts his crea-
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tion and this -appointment together. ¢ By the
appointment of God,”’ says Sir Robert, ** as soon
« ag Adam was created, he was monarch of the
<¢-world, though he had no subjects ; for though
¢ there could not be actual government till there
¢ were subjects, yet by the right of nature it was
¢ due to Adam to be governor of his posterity :
¢ though not in act, yet at least in habit, Adaw
<¢ was a king from bis creation.”” I wish he had
told us here, what he meant by God’s appaint-
ment: for whatsoever Providence orders, or
the law of nature directs, or positive revelation
declares, may be said to be by God’s appoint-
ment : but I suppose it cannot be meant here
in the first sense, i.e. by Providence ; because
that would be to say no more, but that as soon
as Adam was created he was de facte monarch,
because by right of nature it was due to. Adam,
to be governor of his posterity. But he could
not de facto be by Providence constituted the
governor of the world, at a time when there was
actually no government, no subjects to be go-
verned, which our author here confesses.
Monarch of the world is also differently used
by our author; for sometimes he means by
it a proprietor of all the world exclusive of
the rest of mankind, and thus he does in the
same page of his preface before cited : * Adam,”’
says he, “being commanded to multiply and
¢ people the earth, and to subdue it, and having
¢ dominion given him over all creatures, was
«¢ thereby the monarch of the whole world; none
c
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‘.of his posterity had any right to possess any
¢ thing but by his grant or permission, or by suc-
¢ cession from him.”” 2.Let us understand then
by monarch proprietor of the world, and by ap-
pointment God’s actual donation, and revealed
positive grant made to Adam, Gen. i. 28. as we
see Sir Robert himself does in this parallel
place, and then his argument will stand thys :
by the positive grant of God, as soon as Adam
was crealed, he was proprietar of the world,
because by the right of nature it was due to
Adam ¢o be governor of his posterity. In which
way of arguing there aré two manifest false-
hoods. First, It is false, that God made that
grant to Adam, as soon as he was created,
sincg, thoughi it stands in the text immediately
after his creation, yet it is plain it could net
be spoken to Adam, till after Eve was made
and brought to him: and how then could he
be monarch by appointment as soon as created,
especially since he calls, if I mistake not, that
which God says to Eve, Gen. iii. 16, the ori-
ginal grant of government, which not being till
after the fall, when Adam was somewhat, at
least in time, and very much distant in con-
dition, from his creation, I cannot see, how our
author can say in this sense, that by God’s ap-
pointment, as soon as Adam was created, he
was monarch of the world. Secondly, were it
true that God’s actual donation appointed Adam
* monarch of the world as soon as he was created,
yet the reason here given forit, would not prove
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it; but it would always be a: false inference,
that God, by a positive donation, appointed
Adam monarch of the world, because by right
of nature it was due to Adam to be governor
of his posterity : for having given him the right
of government by nature, there was no need
of a positive donation ; at least it will never be
a proof of such a donation.

§. 17. On the other side the matter will not
be much mended, if we understand by God’s
' appoiniment the law of nature, (though it be a
pretty harsh expression for it in this place) and
by monarck of the world, sovereign ruler of
mankind : for then the sentence under consi-
deration must run thus : By the law of nature,
as soon as Adam was created he was governor
of mankind, for by right of nature it was due to
Adam to be governor of his posterity ; which
amounts to this, he was governor by right of
mature, because he was governor by right of
nature: but supposing we should grant, that
a man is by nature governor of his children,
Adam could not hereby be a monarch as soon as
created : for this right of nature being found-
ed in his being their father, how Adam could
have a natural right to be governor, before he
was a father, when by being a father only he
had that right, is methinks, hard to conceive,
unless he will have him to be a father before
he was a father, and to have a title before he
bad it.

§. 18. To this foreseen objection, our author
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answers very logically, ke was governof 1it
habit, and not in act; a very pretty way of
being a governor without government, a father
without children, and a king without subjects.
"And thus Sir Robert was an author before he
writ his book; not in act, it is true, but n
habit ; for when he had once published it, it
was due to him by the right of nature, to_ be
an author, as much as it was to Adam fto be
governor of his children, when he had begot
them : and if to be such a monarch of the world,
an absolute monarch'in habit, but not in act,
will serve the turn, I should not much envy
it to any of Sir Robert’s friends, that he
thought fit graciously to bestow it upon, though
even this of act and habii, if it signified any
thing but our author’s skill in distinctions,
be not to his purpose in this place. For the
question is not here about Adam’s actual ex-
ercise of government, but actually having a
title to be governor. Government, says our
author, was due to Adam by the right of ma-
ture: what is this right of nature? A right
fathers have over their children by begetting
them ; generatione jus acquiritur parentibus
in liberos, says our author out of Grotius,
Observations, 223. The right then follows
the begetting as arising from it; so that, ac-
cording to this way of reasoning or distin=
guishing of our author, Adam, as soon as he
was created, had a title only in habit, and not
i act, which in plain English is, he had actually
no title at all.
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§. 19. To speak less learnedly, and more
intelligibly, one may say of Adam, he was in a
possibility of being governor, since it was
possible he might beget children, and thereby
acquire that right of nature, be it what it will,
to govern them, that accrues from thence: but
what counexion has this with Adam’s creation,
to make him say, that, as soon as he was created,
he was monarch of the world? for it may be as
well said of Noah, that as soon as he was born,
he was monarch of the world, since he was in
possibility (which in our author’s sense is
enough to make a monarch, a monarch n
habit,) to outlive all mankind, but his own
posterity. What such necessary connexion
there is betwixt Adam’s creation and his right
to government, so that a natural freedom of man-
kind cannot be supposed without the denial of
the creation of Adam, I confess for my part I
do not see; nor how those words, by the ap-
pointment, &c. Observations, 254. however
explained, can be put together, to make any
tolerable sense, at least to establish this posi-
tion, with which they end, viz. Adam was a
king from his creation ; a king, says our author,
not in act but in habut, 1. e. actually no king
at all.

§. 20. I fear I have tired my reader’s pa-
tience, by dwelling longer on this passage, than
the weightiness of any argument in it seems
to require; but I have unavoidably been
-engaged in it by our author’s way of writing,
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who, huddling several suppositions together,
and that in doubtful and general terms, makes
such a medley and confusion, that it is impos-
sible to shew his mistakes, without examining
the several senses wherein his words may be
taken, and without seeing how, in any of these
various meanings, they will consist together,
and have any truth in them: for in this present
passage before us, how can amy one argue
against this position of his, that Adam was a
king from his creation, unless one examine,
whether the words, from Ais creation, be to
be taken, as they may, for the time of the
commencement of his government, as the fore.
going words import, as soon as ke was ereated,
he was monarch; or, for the cause of it, as he
says, p. 11. creation made man prince of his
posterity? how farther can one judge of the
truth of his being thus king, till one bas exa-
mined whether king be to be taken, as the
words in the beginning of this passage would
persuade, on supposition of his private do-
wminion, which was, by God’s positive grant,
monarch of the world by appointment ; or king
on supposition of his fatherly power over his
offspring, which was by nature, due by the right
of nature ; whether, I say, king be to be taken
in both, or one only of these two senses, orin
neither of them, but only this, that creation
made him prince, in a way different from both
the other ? For though this assertion, that
Adam was king from his creation, be true in no
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sense, ‘yet it stands here as an evident conelu-
sion drawn from the preceding words, though
in trath it be but a bare assertion joined to
other assertions of the same kind, which confi-
dently put together in words of undetermined
and dubious meaning, look like a sort -of
arguing, when there is indeed neither proof nor
connexion : a way very familiar with our
author: of which having given the reader a
taste here, I shall, as much as the argument
will permit me, avoid touching on hereafter;
and should not. have done it here, were it not
" to let the world see, how incoherences in
matter, and suppositions without proofs put
handsomely together in good words and a
plausible style, are apt to pass for strong reason
and good sense, till they come to be looked into
with attention.

CHAPTER 1IV.

Of Adam’s Title to Soverezgnty by Dommon,
Gen.i.28. -

§. 21. Having at last got through-the fore-
going passage, where we have been so long
detained, not by the force of arguments and
opposition, but by the intricacy of the words,
and .the doubtfulness of the meaning ; -let us
go on to his next argument for Adam’s sove-
reignty. Our author tells us in the words of Mr.
Selden, that ¢ Adam, by donation from' God,”
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Gen:i. 98. “ was. made the general lord of all
¢ things, not without such a private dominion: to.
« himself, as without his grant did exclude his
«.children. This determination of Mr. Selden,’”
says our author, * is.consonant to the history of
¢ -the Bible, and natural reason.’”’ Observations,
210. And in his Pref. to his Observations on.
- Aristotle, he says thus: ¢“The first government
“ in theworld was monarchical in the fatherof alk
"« flesh, Adam being commanded to people and
" <« multiply the earth, and tasubdue it, and having
“ dominion given him over all creatures, was
“* therehy the monarch of the whole world : none
“ of his posterity bad any right to possess any
“ thing, but by his grant or permission, or by
« succession from him: The earth, saith the
% Psalmist, hath he given to the children of men,
“ which shew the title comes from fatherhoed.*

§. 22. Before I examine this argument, and
the text on which it is founded, it is necessary
to desire the reader to observe, that our author,
accarding ta his usual method, begins in one
sense, and concludes in another ; he begins here
with Adam’s propriety, or private dominion, by
donation ; and his conclusion is, .whick shew the
title comes from fatherhood.

.§. 23. Butlet us see the argument. The words
of the text are these:. ¢ and God blessed them,
¢ and God said unto them, be fruitful.and mul«
« tiply, and replenish the earth,. and subdue it,
« and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and
‘“ aver the fowl of the air, and over every living
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“ thing that moveth on the earth,”” Gen. i. 28.
from whence our author concludes, that Adam,
having here dominion given him over all crea-
tures, was thereby the monarch of the whole
world: whereby must be meant, that either
this grant of God gave Adam property, or as
our author calls it, private dominion over the
earth, and all inferior or irrational creatures,
and so consequently that he was thereby mo-
narch: or 2dly, that it gave him rule and
dominion over all earthly creatures whatso-
ever, and thereby over his children; and so
he was monarch : for, as Mr. Selden has pro-
perly worded it, “ Adam was made general lord
* of all things,”’ one may very clearly understand
him, thit he means nothing to be grated to
Adam here but property, and therefore he says
not one word of Adam’s monarchy. But our
author says, ddam was hereby monarch of the
world, which, properly speaking, signifies so-
vereign ruler of all the men in the world; and
so Adam, by this grant, must be constituted
such a ruler. If our author means otherwise,
he might with much clearness have said, that
Adam was hereby proprietor of the whole world.
But he begs your pardon in that ‘point: clear
distinct speaking mnot serving -every where to
bis purpose, you must not expect it in him,
as in Mr. Selden, or other such writers.

§. 24. In opposition therefore to our author’s
" doctrine, that Adam was monarch of the whole
world, founded on this place, I shall shew,
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1. That by this grant, Gen. i. 28. God gave
no immediate power to Adam over men, over
his children, over those of his own species;
‘and so he was not made ruler, or smonarch, by
this charter.

9. That by this grant God gave him not
private dominton over the inferior creatures,
but right in common with all mankind; so
neither was he monarch, upon .the account of
the property here given him.

§. 25. That this donation, Gen. i. 28. gave
Adam no power over men, will appear if we
consider the words of it: for since all positive
grants convey no more than the express words
they are made in will carry, let us see which
of them here will comprehend mankind, or
Adam’s posterity ; and those, I imagine, if any,
must be these, every living thing that moveth :
the words in Hebrew are nwnan rn i, e. Bes-
tian Reptantem, of which words the scripture
itself is the best interpreter: God having created
the fishes and fowls the fifth day, the beginning
of the sixth he creates the irrational inhabitants
of the dry land, which, v. 24. are described in
these words, ¢ let the earth bring forth the living
¢ creature after his kind; cattle and creeping’
¢ things, and beasts of the earth, after his kind,”’
v. 2. * And God made the beasts of the earth
¢ after his kind, and cattle.after their kind, and
“ ‘every thing that creepeth on the earth after his
“ kind:”* here, in the creation of the brute inha-
bitants of the earth, he first speaks of them all
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under one general name, of lving creatures,
and then afterwards divides them into three
ranks, 1. Cattle, or such creatures as were or
might be tame, and so be the private posses-
sion of particular men; 2. rn which, ver. 24
and 25. in our Bible, is translated beasts, and
by the Septuagint twa, wild beasts, and is the
same word, that here in our text, ver. 28.
where we have this great charter to Adam, is
translated lLving thing, and is also the same
word used, Gen. ix. 2. where this grant is
renewed to Noah, and there likewise translated
beast. 5. The third rank were the creeping
animals, which ver. 24 and 25. are comprised
under the word nwnn, the same that is used
" _here, ver. 28. and is translated moving, but in
the former verses creeping, and by the Septua-
gint in all these places, ¢mra, or reptiles; from
‘whence it appears, that the words which we
translate here in God’s donation, ver. 28. lLving
creatures moving, are the same, which in the
history of the creation, ver. 24, 25. signify two
ranks of terrestrial creatures, vez. wild beasts
and repteles, and are so understood by the
Septuagint.

§. 26. When God had ‘made the irrational
animals of the world, divided into three kinds,
from the places of their habitation, viz. fishes
of the sea, fowls of the air, and living creatures
of the earth, and these again into cattle, wild
beasts, and o:eptiles, he censiders of making
man, and the dominion he should have over
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the terrestrial. world, wver. 26. and then he
reckons up the inhabitants of these three king-
doms, but in the terrestrial leaves out the second
rank rm or wild beasts: but here, ver. 28.
where he actually exercises this design, and
gives him this dominion, the text mentions the
Jfishes of the sea, and fowls of the air, and the
terrestrial creatures.in the words that signify the
wild beasts and reptiles, though translated
lving thing that moveth, leaving out cattle.
In both which places, though the word that
signifies wild beasts be omitted in one, and
that which signifies caitle in the other, yet,
since God certainly executed in one place,
what he declares .he designed in the other, we
cannot but understand the same in both places, _
and have here only an account, how the ter-
restrial irrational animals, which were already
created and reckoned up at their creation, in
three distinct ranks of cattle, wild beasts, and
reptiles, were here, ver. 28. actually put under
the dominion of man, as they were designed,
ver. 26. nor do these words contain in them
the least appearance of any thing that can be
wrested to signify God’s giving to one man
dominion over another, to Adam over his
posterity.

§. 27. And this further appears from Gen.
ix. 2. where God renewing this charter to Noah
and his sons, he gives them dominion over the
fowls of the air, and. the fishes of the sea, and the
lerrestrial crealures, expressed by rvn and wom
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wild beasts and reptiles, the same words that
in the text before us, Gen. i. 28. are translated
every moving thing, that moveth on the earth,
which by no means can comprehend man, the
grant being made to Noak and his sons, all the
men then living, and not to one part of men
over another: which is yet more evident from
the very next words, ver. 8. where God gives
every wnn every moving thing, the very words
used, chap. i. 28. to them for food. By all which
itis plain that God’s donation to Adam, chap. i.
28. and his designation, ver. 26. and his grant
again to Noak and his sons, refer to and con-
tain in them neither more nor less than the
works of the creation the fifth day, and the
beginning of the sixth, as‘they are set down
from the 20th to the 26th wver. inclusively of
the 1st chap. and so comprehend all the species
of irrational animals of the terraqueous globe;
though all the words, whereby they are ex-
pressed in the history of their creation, are no
where used in any of the following grants, but
some of them omitted in one, and some in
another. From whence I think it is past all
doubt, that man cannot be comprehended in
this grant, nor any dominion over those of his
own species be conveyed to Adam. All the
terrestrial irrational creatures are’ enumerated
at their creation, ver. 25. under the names
beasts of the earth, cattle and creeping things ;
but man being not then created, was not con-
tained under any of those names; and theres
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fore, whether we understand the Hebrew words
right or no, they cannot be supposed to com-
prehend man, in the very same history, and
the very next verses following, especially since
that Hebrew word wmy which, if any in this
. donation to Adam, chap. i. 28. must comprehend
man, is so plainly used in contradistinctioh to
him, as Gen. vi. 20. vii. 14, 21, 23. Gen. viii. 17,
19. And if God made all mankind slaves to
Adam and his heirs, by giving Adam dominion
over every living thing that moveth on the earth,
chap. i. 28. asourauthor would have it, methinks
Sir Robert should have carried his monarchical
power one step higher, and satisfied the world,
that princes might eat their subjects too, since
God gave as full power to Noak and his heirs,
chap, ix. 2. to eat every living thing that moveth,
as he did to Addam to have dominion over
them, the Hebrew words in both places being
the same,

§. 28. David, who might be supposed to
understand the donation of God in this text, and
the right of kings too, as well as our author in
his comment on this place, as the learned and
judicious Awnsworth calls it, in the 8th Psabn,
finds bere no such charter of monarchical power:
his words are, ‘* Thou hast made him,” i.e.
man, the son of man, ¢ a little lower than the
* angels; thou madest him to have dominion
¢« over the works of thy hands ; thou hast put all
¢ things under his feet, all sheep and oxen, and
“ the beasts of the field, and the fowls of the
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“ air, and fish of the sea, and whatsoever passeth
« through the paths of the sea.’”” In which
words, if any one can find out, that there is meant
any monarchical power of one man over another,
but only the dominion of the whole species of
mankind, over the inferior species of creatures,
he may, for aught I know, deserve to be one of
Sir Robert’s monarchs in habit, for the rareness
of the discovery. And by this time I hope it
is evideat, that he that gave domunion over every
&iving thing that moveth on the earth, gave Adam
no monarchical power over those of his own
species, which will yet appear more fully in the
next thing I am to shew.

§. 29. 2. Whatever God gave by the words
of this grant, Gen.i. 28. it was not to Adam
in particular, exclusive of all other men: what-
ever dominion he had thereby, it was not a
private dominion, but a dominion in common
with the rest of mankind. That this donation
was not made in particular to Adam, appears
evidently from the words of the text, it being
made to more than one; for it was spoken in
the plural number, God blessed them, and said
unto them, Have dominion. God says unto
Adam and Eve, Have dominion ; thereby, says
our author, Adam was monarch of the world;
but the grant being to them, :. e. spoke to Eve -
also, as many interpreters think with reason,
that these words were not spoken till 4dam
bad his wife, must not she thereby be lady, as
well as he lord of the world ?  If it be said, that
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£lve was subjected to Adam, it seems she was
not so subjected to him; as to hinder her do-
minion over the creatures, or property in them :
for shall we say that God ever made a joint
grant to two, and one only was to have the
benefit of it ?

§. 30. But perhaps it will be said, Eve was
not made till afterward: grant it so, what ad-
vantage will our author get by~it? The text will
be only the more directly against him, and shew
that God, in this donation, gave the world to
mankind in common, and not to Adam in parti-
cular. The word them in the text must include
the species of man, for it is certain them can by
no means signify Adam alone. In the 26th
verse, where God declares his intention to give
this dominion, it is plain he meant, that he
would make a species of creatures, that should
have dominion over the other species of this
terrestrial globe : the words are, “ And God said,
* Let us make man in our image, after our like-
* ness, and let them havedominion overthe fish,’
&c. They then were to havedominion. Who ?
even those who were to have the image of God,
the individuais of that species of man, that
he was going to make; for that them should
signify Adam singly, exclusive of the rest that
should be in the world with him, ‘is against
both scripture and all reason: and it cannot
possibly be made sense, if man in the former
part of the verse do not signify the same with
them in the latter; only man there, as is usual,
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is taken for the species, and them the indivi-
duals of that species: and we have a reason
in the very text. God wakes him in his own
image, after his own likeness; makes him’ an
intellectual creature, and so capable of - do-
minion: for whereinsoever else the image of
God consisted, the intellectual nature was
certainly a part of it, and belonged to the whole
species, and enabled them to have dominion
over the inferior creatures ; and therefore David
says in the 8th Psalm above cited, *“Thou hast
“ made him little lower than the angels, thou
¢« hast made him to have dominion.”” It is not
of Adam king David speaks here, for verse 4, it
is plain, it is of man, and the son of man, of the
species of mankind.

§. 31. And that this grant spokento Adam
was made to him, and the whole species of
man, is clear from ourauthor’s own proof out of
the Psalmist. ¢ The earth,’’ saith the Psalmist,
¢ hath he given to the children of men ; which
<« ghews the title comes from fatherhood.” These
are Sir Robert’s words in the preface before
cited, and a strange inference it is he makes ;
God hath given the earth to the children of men,
€rgo, the title comes from fatherkood. 1t is pity
the propriety of the Hebrew tongue had not
used fathers of men, instead of children of men,
to express mankind; then indeed our author
might have had the countenance of the sound
of words, to have placed the title in the father.
hood. But to conclude, that the fatherhood

D
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had the right to the earth, because God gave it
to the children of men, is a way of arguing
‘peculiar to our author: and a man must have
a great mind to go contrary to the sound as
well as the sense of the words before he could
light on it. But the sense is yet harder, and
more remote from our author’s purpose : for as
it stands in his preface, it is to prove Adam’s
being monarch, and his reasobing is thus; Ged
gave the earth to the children of men, ergo, Adam
was monarch of the world. 1 defy any man to
make a more pleasant conclusion than this,
which cannot be excused from the most obvious
absurdity, till it can be shewn, that dy chsldren
of men, he who .had no father, Adam alone is
signified ; but whatever our author does, the
scripture speaks not nonsense.

§. 32. To maintain this property and private
dominion of Adam, our author labours in the
following page to destroy the community grant-
ed to Noab and his sons, in that parallel place,
Gen. ix. 1, 2, 3, and he endeavours to do it two
ways.

1." Sir Robert would persuade us against the
express words of the scripture, that what wag
here granted to Noah, was not granted to his
sons in common with him. His words are, ¢ As
« for the general community between Noah and
« his sons, which Mr. Selden will have to be
« granted to them, Gen. ix. 2. the text doth not
“ warrant it.”> 'What warrant our auther would
have, when the plain express words of secrips
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tare, not capable of another meaning, will not
satisfy him, who pretends to build wholly on
sctipture; is not easy to imagine. The text
says, God blessed Noah and his sons, and said
#néo them, i. e. as our author would have it,
unte him : for, saith he, although the sons are
theve mentioned with Noah in the blessing, yet
it may best be amdcrslood with « subordination
or benediction in  suecession, Observations, 211.
That indeed is dest, for our author to be under-
stood, which best serves to his purpose; but
that truly may best be understood by any body
else, which best agrees with the plain construe-
tioni of the words, and arises from the obvious
meaning of the place; and then with subordi-
nation and in succession, will ot be best under-
stood, in a grant of God, where he himself put
them not, nor mentions any such limitation.
But yet, our author has reasons, why it may
be best understood so. “ The blessing,”” says he,
itr the following words, ¢ might truly be fulfilled,
“ if the sons, either under or after their father,
« enjoyed ‘@ private dominion,”” Observations,
211. which is to say, that a grant, whose express
words give a' joint title in present (for the text
says, inte your hands they are delivered) inay
best be understood iwith a subordination, ot
in succession; because it is possible, that in
subordination, or in succession, it may be
enjoyed. - Which is all one as to say, that a
grant of any thing in present possession, may
best be understood of reversion ; because it is
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possible one may live to enjoy it in reversion.
- If the grant be indeed to a father and to his
sons after him, who is so kind as to let his
children enjoy it presently in common with
‘him, one may truly say, as to the event one
will be as good as the other; but it can never
be true, that what the express words grant -
in possession, and in common, may best be un-
derstood, to be in reversion. The sum of all his
reasoning amounts to this: God did not give to
the sons of Noah the world in, common with
their father, because it was possible they might
enjoy it under or after him. A very good |
sort of argument against an express text of
scripture : but God must not be believed,
though he speaks it himself, when he says he

~ does any thing, which will not consist with Sir

Robert’s hypothesis.

§. 33. For it is plain, however he would ex-
clude them, that part of this benediction, as he
would have it in succession, must needs be
meant to the sons, and not to Noah himself
at all : ¢ Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish
“ the earth,” says God, in this blessing. This
part of the benediction, as appears by the sequel,
concerned not Noah himself at all: for we
read not of any children he had after the flood ;
and in thefollowing chapter, where his posterity
is reckoned up, there is no mention of anys
and so this benediction in succession was not
to take place till 350 years after: and to save
our author’s imaginary monarchy, the peopling
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of the world must be- deferred 350 years; for
this part of the benediction cannot be under-
stood with subordination, unless our author
will say, that they must ask leave of their father
Noah to lie with their wives. But in this one
point our author is constant to himself in all
his discourses, he takes great care there should
be monarchs. in the world, but very little that
there should be people; and indeed his way of
" government is not the way to people the
world : for how much absolute monarchy helps
to fulfil this great and’ primary blessing of God
Almighty, «Be fruitful, and multiply, and re-
“ plenish the earth,”” which contains in it the
" improvement too of arts and sciences, and the
conveniences of life, may be seen in those large
and rich countries which are happy under the
Turkish government, where are not now to be
found one-third, nay, in many, if not most
parts of them, one-thirtieth, perhaps 1 might
say not one-hundredth of the people, that were
formerly, as will easily appear to any one, who
will compare the accounts we have of it at this
time, with ancient history. But this by the by.

§. 34. The other parts of this benediction, or
grant, are so expressed, that they must needs
be understood. to belong equally to them all;
as much to Noah’s sons as to Noah himself,
and not to his. sons with a subordination, or in
succession. The fear of you, and the dread of
you, says God, shall be upon every beast, &c.
Will any body but our author say, that the
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creatures feared and stood in awe of Noah
only, and not of his sons without his leave, or
till after his death ? And the following words,
wla your hands they are delivered, are they to
be understood as our author says, if your
father please, or they shall be delivered ianto
your hands hereafter ? If this be to argue from
scripture, I know not what may not be proved
by it; and I can scarce see how ‘much this
differs from that fiction and fansie, or how much
a surer foundation it will prove, than the opi-
nions of philosophers and poets, whieh our
anthor so much condemns in hjs preface.

-§. 35. But our author gaes on to prove, that
it may best be understood with a subordination,
or a benediction in succession ; for, says he, it
‘¢ is not probable that the private deminion
 which God gave to Adam, and by his denation,
*¢ agsignatian, or cessian ta his children, was ab-
‘rogated, and a community of all things insti-
¢ tuted between Noah and his sons.~——Noah
‘ was left the sole heir of the world ; why shauld
‘¢ it be thought that God would disinherit him
¢ of his birth-right, and make him of all men
¢ in the world the only tenant in common with
‘¢ hia children ?”> Qbservations, 211.

§. 36. The prejudices of our own ill.ground- -
ed opinions, hewever hy us called probable,
eannot autherise us to uaderstand seripture
vontrary to the direct and plain meaning of
the-words, 1 grapt, it is not probable, that
Adam’s private dominion was here abregaled :
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because it is more than probable, (for it will
never be proved) that ever Adam had any such
_private demunion : and since parallel places of
scripture are most probable to make us know
-how they may be best understood, there needs
but the comparing this blessing here to Noah
and his sons after the flood, with that to Adam
after the creation, Gen. i. 28. to assure any one
that God gave Adam no such private dom:-
nion. It is probable, I confess, that Noah
should have the same title, the same property
and dominion after the flood, that Adam had
before it: but since private dominion cannot
consist with the blessing and grant God gave
to him .and his sons in common, it is a suffi-
cient reason to conclude, that Adam had none,
especially since in the donation made to him,
there are no words that express it, or do in the
least favour it; and then let my reader judge .
whether it may best be understood, when in the
one place there is not one word for it, not to
say what has been above proved, that the text
-tself proves the contrary ; and in the other, the
words and sense are directly against it.

§. 37. But our author says, “ Noah was the

“ gole heir of the world; why should it be
« thought that God would disinherit him of his
“ birth-right > Hezr, indeed, in England, sig-
nifies the eldest son, who is by the law of Eng-
land to have all his father’s land; but where
God ever appointed any such keir of the world,
our author would have done well to have
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shewed us; and ‘how God disinherited him of
his birth-right, or what harm was done him if
God gave his sons a right to make use of a part
of the earth for the support of themselves and
families, when the whole was not only more
than Noah himself, but infinitely more than they
all could make use of, and the possessions of one
could not at all prejudice, or, as te any use,
streighten that of the other.

§. 38. Ourauthor probably foreseeing he tmght
not be very successful in persuading people out
of their senses, and, say what he could, men
would be apt to believe the plain words of scrip-
ture, and think, as they saw, that the grant was
spoken to' Noah and his sons jointly; he en-
deavours to insinuate, as if this grant to Noah
conveyed no property, no dominion ; because,
subduing the earth and dominion over the
creatures are therein omitted, nor the earth once
named. And therefore, says he, “there is a
¢¢ considerable difference between these two
¢ texts; the first blessing gave Adam a domi-
¢ pion over the earth and all creatures ; the latter
“ allows Noah liberty to use the living creatures
« for food : here is no alteration or diminishing
“of his title to a property of all things, but
“ an enlargement only of his commons,”” Ob-
servations, 211. So that in our author’s
sense, all that was said here to Noah and his
sons, gave them no dominion, no property,
but only enlarged the commons ; their com-
mons, 1 should say, since God says, to yox
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are they 'giv‘en, though our author says kis; for
as for Noah’s sons, they, it seems, by Sir Ro-
bert’s appointment, during their father’s life-
time, were to keep fasting days.

§. 39. Any one but our author would be
mightily suspected to be blinded with preju-
dice, that in all this blessing to Noah and his
sons, could see nothing but only an enlarge-
ment of commons: for as to dominion which
our author thinks omitted, the fear of you, and
the dread of you, says God, shall be upon every
beast, which 1 suppose expresses the dominion,
or superiority was designed man over the
living creatures, as fully as may be; for in that
fear and dread seems chiefly to consist what
was given to Adam over the inferior animals;
who, as absolute a monarch as he was, could
not make bold with a lark or rabbit to satisfy
his hunger, and had the herbs but in common
with the beasts, as is plain from Gen. i. 2, 9,
and 30. In the next place, it is manifest that
in this blessing to Noah and his sons, property
is not only given in clear words, but in a
larger extent than it was to Adam. Inlo your
hands they are given, says God to Noah and
his sons; which words, if they give not pro-
perty, nay, property in possession, it will be
hard to find words that can ; since there is not
a way to express a man’s being possessed of
any thing more natural, nor more certain, than
to say, st is delivered into his hands. And
ver. 3. to shew, that they had then given them
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the utmost property man is capable of, which
is to have a right to destroy any thing by using
it; “ Every moving thing that liveth,” saith
God,  shall be meat for you;”’ which was not
allowed to Adam in his charter. This our author
calls “ a liberty of using them for food, and only
¢ an enlargement of commons, but no alteration
“ of property,’”’ Observations, 211. What other
property man can have in the creatures, but the
liberty of using them, is hard to be understood :
8o that if the first blessing, -as our author says,
gave Adam dominion over the creatures, and
the blessing to Noah and his sons, gave them
such a lberty to use them, as Adam had not;
it must needs give them something that Adam
with all his sovereignty wanted, something that
one would be apt to take for a greater property ;
for certainly he has no absolute dominion over
even the brutal part of the creatures; and the
property he has in them is very narrow and
scanty, who cannot make that use of them,
which is permitted to another. Should any
one who is absolute lord of a country, have
bidden our author subdue the earth, and given
him dominion over the creatures in it, but not
have permitted him to have taken a kid or a
. lamb out of the flock, to satisfy his hunger,
I guess, he would scarce have thought him-
self lord or proprietor of that lend, or the
cattle on it; but would have found the dif-
ference between Raving dominion, which a
shepherd may “have, and having full property
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as ap owner. So that, had it been his own
case, Sir Robert, I believe, would have thought
here was an alteration, nay, an enlarging -of
property ; and that Noah and his children had
by this grant, not only property given them,
but such a property given them in the crea-
tures, a3 Adam had not: for however, in re.
spect of one another, men may be allowed
to have propriety in their distinct portions of
the creatures; yet in respect of God the maker
of heaven and earth, who is sole lord and pro-
prietor of the whole world, man’s propriety
in the creatures is nothing but that hberty to
use them, which God has permitted; and so
man’s property may be altered and enlarged,
as we see it was here, after the flood, when
other uses of them are allowed, which before
were not. From all which I suppose it is
clear, that neither Adam, nor Noab, had any
private dominion, any property in the crea-
tures, exclusive of his posterity, as they-should
successively grow up into need of them, and
come to be able to make use of them.

§. 40. Thus we have examined our author’s
argument for Adam’s monarchy, founded on
the blessing pronounced, Gen. i. 28. wherein I
think it is impossible for any sober reader,:to
find any other but the setting of mankind
above the other kinds of creatures, in this
habitable earth of ours. It is mothing but the
giving to man, the whole species of man, as
the chief inhabitant, who is the- image of his
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maker, the dominion over the other creatures.
This lies so obvious in the plain words, that
any one, but our author, would have thought it
necessary to have shewn, how these words,
that seemed to say quite the contrary, gave
Adammonarchical absolute power overother men,
or the sole property in all the creatures; and
methinks in a business of this moment, and
that whereon he builds all that follows, he
should have done something more than barely
cite words, which apparently make against
him ; for I confess, I cannot see any thing in
them, tending to Adam’s monarchy, or private
dominion, but quite the contrary. And I the
less deplore the dulness of my apprehension
herein, since I find the apostle seems to have
as little notion of any such private dominion of
Adam as I, when he says, God gives us all things
richly to enjoy, which he could not do, if it were
all given away already, to monarch Adam, and
the menarchs his heirs and successors. To
conclude, this text is so far from proving Adam
sole proprietor, that, on the contrary, it is a
confirmation of the original community of all
things amongst the sons of men, which appear-
ing from this donation of God, as well as other
places. of scripture, the sovereignty of Adam,
built upon his private dominion, maust fall, net
having any foundation to support it.

-§.'41. But yet, if after all, any one will
needs have it so, that by this donation of God,
Adam was made sole ‘proprietor of the whole
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earth, what will this be to his sovereignty ? and
how will it appear, that propriety in land gives
a man power over the life of another? or how
will the possession even of the whole earth,
give any one a sovereign arbitrary authority
over thé persons of men? The most specious
thing to be said, is, that he that is proprietor
of the whole world, may deny all the rest of
mankind food, and so at his pleasure starve
them, . if they will not acknowledge his so-
vereignty, and obey his will. If this were
true, it would be a good argument to prove,
that there never was any such property, that
God never gave any such private dominion;
since it is more reasonable to thiok, that God,
who bid mankind increase and multiply, should
rather himself give them all a right to make
uge of the food and raiment, and other conve-
niences of life, the materials whereof he had
so plentifully provided for them; than to make
them depend upon the will of a man for their
subsistence, who should have power to destroy
them all when -he pleased, and who, being no
better than other men, was in succession like-
lier, by want and the dependance of a scanty
fortune, to tie them to hard service, than by
liberal allowance of the conveniences of life to
promote the great design of God, increase and
multiply : he that doubts this, let him look into
the absolute monarchies of the world, and see
what becomes of the conveniences of life, and
the multitudes of people. :
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§. 42. Bot we know God hath not left one
man so to the merey of another, that he may
starve’ him i he please: God the Lord and
Father of all, has given no one of his children
such a property in his peculiar portion of the
- things of this world, but that he has given his
needy brother a right to the surplusage of his
- goods ; so that it cannot justly be denied him,
whea his pressing wants call for it: and there~
fore o man eould ever have a just power over
the life of anothet by right of property in land
or possessions ; simce it would always be a siny
in any man of estate, to let his brother perish
for want of affordimg him relief oot of his
plenty. As justice gives every man a title to
the product of his homest industry, and the
fair acquaisitions: of his ancestors descetided to
khim: s0 charsy gives every mam a title to se
mach out of anether’s plenty, as will keep him
" from extremné want, where he has no means
to subsist otherwise: snd 4 mon cam no mote
justly make use of another’s necessity; to foree
him to become his vassal, by with-holding thae
relief God requires himx to afford to the wants of
his brether, than he that has more strength can
seize upom d weaker, master him to his obe-
dience, and with a degger at his throat offer hitw
denth or stavery.

§. 43. Should any one make so perverse aw .
use of God’s blessings poured on him with a
liberal hand ; should any one be creel and une
charitable to that extremity, yet all this weould
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not prove that propriety in land, even in this
case, gave any authority over the persons of
men, but only that compact might; since the
authory of the rich proprietor, and the sub-
jection of the needy beggar, began not from
the possession of the lord, but the consent of
the poor man, who preferred being’ his subject
to starving. And the man he thus submits sey
can pretend to no more power over him than
he has consented to, upon compact. Upon this
ground a man’s having his stores filled in =
- time of scarcity, having money in his pocket,
being in a vessel at sea, being able to swim, &c,
may as well be the founrdation of rule and do-~
minion, as being possessor of all the land in
the world; any of these being sufficient to
enable me to save a man’s life, who would
perish if such assistance were denied him ; and
any thing, by this rule, that may be am occa-
sion of working upon another’s necessity, to save
kis life, or any thing dear to him, at the rate of
his freedom, may be made a foundaticn of so-
vereignty, as well as property. From all which
it is clear, that though God should have given
Adam private dominton, yet that privete dew
minion could give him no soveresgnty ; but we
have already sufficiently proved, that God gave
him no private dominion.
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CHAPTER V.

Of Adam’s Title to sovereignty by the subjection
of Eve.

§. 44. The next place of scripture we find
our author builds his monarchy of Adum on,
is, Gen. iii. 26. ‘* And thy desire shall be to thy
« husband, and he shall rule over thee.”” Here
we have (says he) the original grant of govern-
ment, from whence he concludes, in the follow-
ing part of the page, Observations, 244. * That
¢ the supremc power is settled in the fatherhood;
* and limited to one kind of government, thatis,
¢ to monarchy.””  For let his premises be what
they will, this is always the conclusion ; let rule,
in any text, be but once named, and presently
absolute monarchy is by divine right established.
If any one will but carefully read our author’s
own reasoning from these words, Observations,
244, and consider, among other things, the line
and posterity of Adam, as he there brings them
in, he will find some difficulty to make sense
of what he says; but we will allow this at
present to his peculiar way of writing, and
consider the force of the text in hand. The
words are the curse of God upon the woman
for having been the first and forwardest in the
disobedience ; and if we will consider the
occasion of what God says here to our first
parents, that he was denouncing judgment,
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and declaring his wrath against them both, for
their disobedience, we cannot suppose that this
was the time, wherein God was granting Adam
prerogatives and privileges, investing him with
dignity and authority, elevating him to dominion
and monarchy: for though, as a helper in the
temptation, Eve was laid below him, and so he
had accidentally a superiority over her, for her
greater punishment ; yet he too had his share in
the fall, as well as the sin, and was laid lower,
as may be seen in the following verses; and it
would be hard to imagine, that God, in the same
breath, should make him universal monarch
over all mankind, and a day-labourer for his
life; turn him out of paradise to till the
ground, ver. 23, and at the same time advance
him to a throne, and all the privileges and ease
of absolute power. 4

§. 45. This was not a time, when Adam
could expect any favours, any grant of privi-
leges from his offended Maker. If this be the
original grant of govermment, as our author
tells us, and Adam was now made monarch,
whatever Sir Robert would have him, it is
plain, God made him but a very poor monarch,
such an one as our author himself would have
counted it no great privilege to be. God sets
him to work for his living, and seems rather to
give him a spade into his band, to subdue the
earth, than a sceptre to rule over its inhabitants.
“ In the sweat of thy face thou shalt eat thy
“ bread,” says God to him, ver. 19. This was

E
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unavoidable, may it perhaps be answered, be-
cause he was yet without subjects, and had
nobody to work for him ; but afterwards, living
as he did above 900 years, he might have people
enough, whom he might command to work
for him; no, says God, not only whilst thou
art without other help, save thy wife, but as
long thou livest shalt thou live by thy labour,
“ In the sweat of thy face shalt thou eat thy
¢ bread, till thou return unto the ground, for out
“ of it wast thou taken ; for dust thou art, and
“ unto dust shalt thou return,”’ ver. 19. It will
perhaps- be answered again in favour of our
author, that these words are not spoken person-
ally to Adam, but in him, as their representa-
tive, to all mankind, this being a curse upon
mankind, because of the fall.

§. 46. God, I believe, speaks differently
from men, because he speaks with more truth,
more certainty ; but when he vouchsafes to
speak to men, I do not think he speaks dif-
ferently from them, in crossing the rules of
language in use amongst them : this would not
be to condescend to their capacities, when he
humbles himself to speak to them, but to lose
his design in speaking what, thus spoken,
they could not understand. And yet thus
must we think of God, if the interpretations of
scripture, necessary to maintain our author’s
doctrine, must be received for good; for, by
the ordinary rules of language, it will be very
hard to understand what God says, if what he
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speaks here, in the singular number, to Adam,
must be understood to be spoken to all mans
kind, and what he says in the plural number,
Gen. i. 96, and 28, must be understood of
Adam alone, exclusive of all others, and what
he says to Noah and his sons jointly, must
be understood to be meant to Noah alone,
Gen. ix. .

- '§. 47. Farther it is to be noted, that these
words here of Gen. iii. 16, which our authot
calls the original grant of government, were not
spoken to Adam, neither indeed was there any
grant in them made to Adam, but a punishment
laid upon Eve: and if we will take them as
they were directed in particular to her, or in
her, as their representative’ to all other women,
they will at most concern the female sex only,
and import no ‘more, ‘but that subjection they
should ordinarily be in to their husband: but
there is here no more law to oblige a woman
to such subjection, if the circumstances either
of her condition, or contract with her husband,
should. exempt her from it, than there is, that
she should bring forth her children in sorrow
and pain, if there could be found a remedy for
it, which is also a part of the same cutse upon
her ; for the whole verse runs. thus, « Unto the
% woman. he said, I will greatly multiply thy
“ sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow thou
« ghalt bring forth children, and thy desire ghall
“ be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee."’
It would, I think, have beet a hard matter for
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any body, but our author, to have found out a
grant of monarchical government to Adam in
these words, which were neither spoke to, nor
of him ; neither will any one, I suppose, by
these words, think the weaker sex, as by a
law, so subjected to the curse contained in
them, that it is their duty not to endeavour to
avoid it. And will any one say, that Eve, or
any other woman, sinned, if she were brought
to bed without those multiplied pains God
threatens her here with? or that either of our
queens, Mary or Elizabeth, had they married
any of their subjects, had been by this text,
put into a political subjection to him? or that
he thereby should have had monarchical rule
over her? God, in this text, gives not, that I
see, any authority to Adam over Eve, or to
men over their wives, but -only foretels what
should be the woman’s lot, how by his provi-
dence he would order it so, that she should
be subject to her husband, as we see that gene-
rally the laws of mankind and customs of nations
have ordered it so; and there is, I grant, a
foundation in nature for it.

§. 48. Thus when God says: of Jacob and
Esau, that ¢ the elder should serve the younger,”
Gen. xxv. 23, nobody supposes that God hereby
made Jacob Esau’s sovereign, but foretold what
should de facto come to pass.

But if these words here spoke to Eve must
needs be understood as a law to bind her and
all other women to subjection, it can be no.
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other subjection than what every wife owes her
husband : and then-if this be the original grant
of government and the foundation of monar-
chical power, there will be as many monarchs
as there are husbands : if therefore these words
give any power to Adam, it can be only a con-
Jugal power, not political; the power thatevery
husband hath to order the things of private con-
cernment in his family, as proprietor of the goods
and land there, and to have his will take place be-
fore that of his wife in all things of their common
concernment; but not apolitical power of life and
death over her, much less over any body else.
§. 49. This I am sure: if our auther will
bave this text to be a grant, the original grant
of government, political government, he ought
to have proved it by some better arguments
than .by barely saying, that thy desire shall be
unto thy husband, was a law whereby Eve, and
all that should come of her, were subjected to
the absolute monarchical power of Adam and
his heirs. Thy desire shall be to thy husband,
is too doubtful an-expression, of whose signifi-
cation interpreters are not .agreed, .to. build se
~ confidently on, and in a: matter of such moment;
and so great and general concernment: but
our author, according to. his way of writing;
having once named the text,..concludes: pres
sently without any more ado,. that the meaning
is a8 he would have it. Let {he words rule and
subject be but found in the text or margent, and
it immediately signifies the duty of a subject
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to his prince; the relation is changed, and
though God says hAusband, Sir Robert will
have it king; Adam has presently absolute
monarchical power over Eve, and not only over
Eve, but all that should come of her, though
the scripture*says-' not a word of it, ner our
author a word :to prove it. But Adam must
for all that be an absolute monarch, and so
down to the end of the chapter. And here I
leave my reader to consider, whether my .bare
saying, without offering any reasons to evince
it, that this text gave not Adam that absolute
monarchical power, our author supposes, be net
sufficient to destroy that power, as his bare
assertion is to establish it, since the text men-
tions neither prince nor peaple, speaks nothing
of ‘absolute or monarchical power, but the sub.
jection of Eve to Adam, a wife to her husband.
And he that would trace our author so all
through, would make a short and sufficient
answer to the greatest part of the grounds he
proceeds on, and abundantly confute them by
barely denying ; it being a sufficient answer. to
assertions without proof, to deny them without
giving a reason. :And therefore should I have
said nathing but barely denied, that by this
text. the supreme power was seitled and founded
by God himself, in the fatherhood, kmited to
monarchy, and that to Adam’s person and heirs,
all ‘which..our aythor notably concludes from
these ‘words, as may be seen in the same page,
Observations, 244. it had been a sufficient an-
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swer: should I have desired any sober man
only to have read the text, and considered to
whom, and on what occasion it was spoken,
he would no doubt have wondered how our
author found out monarchical absolute power in
it, had he not had an exceeding good faculty
to find it himself, where he could not shew it
others. And thus we have examined the two
places of scripture, all that I remember our
author brings to prove Adam’s sovereignty, that
supremacy, which he says, ¢ was God’s ordi-
nance should be unbimited in Adam, and as
large as all the acts of his will, Observations,
254. viz. Gen.i. 28. and Gen. iii. 16. one where-
of signifies only the subjection of the inferior
ranks of creatures to mankind, and the other
the subjection that is due from a wife to her
husband, both far enough from that which sub-
jects owe the governors of political societies.

CHAPTER VI _
Of Adam’s Title to Sovereignty by Fatherhood.

§. 50. There is one thing more, and then I
think I have given you all that our author
brings for proof of Adam’s sovereignty, and
that is a supposition of a natural right of domi-
nion over his children, by being their father:
and this title of fatherhood he is so pleased
with, that you will find it brought in almost
in every page; particularly he says, ¢ not only
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« Adam,-but the succeediog patriarchs had by
“ right of fatherhood royal authority over their
¢ children,” p.12. And in the same page,
¢ this subjection of children being the fountain of
« all regal authority,”” &c. This being, as one
would think by his so frequent mentioning it,
the main basis of all his frame, we may well ex-
pect clear and evident reason for it, since he
lays it down as a position necessary to his pur-
pose, that ¢ every man that is born is so far from
* being free, that by his very birth he becomes a
¢ subject of him that begets him,”” Observations,
156. so that Adam being the only man created,
and all ever since being begotten, no body.has
been born free. If we ask how Adam comes
by this power over his children, he tells us here
it is by begetting them : and so again, Observa-
tions, 223. * this natural dominion of Adam,”’
says he, * may be proved out of -Grotius, him-
“ self, who teacheth, that generatione jus acqui-
“ yitur parentibus in liberos.”” And indeed the
act of begetting being that which makesa man a
father, his right of a father over his children can
naturally arise from nothing else.

§. 51. Grotius tells us not here how far this
Jus in liberos, this power of parents over their
children extends ; but our author, always very
clear in the point, assures us, it is supreme power,
and like that of absolute monarchs over their
slaves, absolute power of life and death. He
that should demand of him, how, or for what
reason it is, that begetting a child gives the
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father such an absolute power over him, will
find him answer nothing: we are to take his
word for this, as well as several other things;
and by that the laws of nature and the consti-
tutions of government must stand or fall. Had
he been an absolute monarch, this way of talk-
ing might have suited well enough ; pro ratione
voluntas might have been of force in his mouth;
but in the way of proof or argument is very
unbecoming, and will little advantage his plea
for absolute monarchy. Sir Robert has too
much lessened a subject’s authority to leave
himself the hopes of establishing any thing by
his bare saying it; one slave’s opinion without
proof is not of weight enough to dispose ‘of
the liberty and fortunes of all mankind. If all
men are not, as I think they are, naturally
equal, I am sure all slaves are; and then I
may, without presumption, oppose my single
opinion to his; and be confident that my say-
ing, that begetting of children makes them not
slaves to their fathers, as certatnly sets all man-
kind free, as his affirming the contrary makes
them all slaves. ‘But that this position, which
is the foundation of all their doctrine, who
would have monarchy to be jure divino, may
have all fair play, let us hear what reasons
others give for it, since our author offers none.

§. 52. The argument, I have heard others
make use of, to prové that fathers, by begetting
them, come by an absolute power over their
children, -is this; that fathers have a power over
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the lives of their children, beeause they gave. them
life and being, which is the only proof it .is
capable of: since there can' be no reason, why
naturally one man should have any’claim or
pretence of right over that in- another, which
was never his, which he bestowed not, but was
received from the bounty of another. 1. I an-
swer, that every one who gives another any
thifg, has not always thereby a right to take it
away again. But, 2. They who say the father
gives life to his children, are so dazzled with
the thoughts of monarchy, that they do not,
as they ought, remember God, who is the au-
thor and giver of life: it 13 in him alone we
live, move, aund have our being. How can he
be thought to give life to another, that knows
not wherein his own life consists? Philosophers
are at a loss about it after their most diligent
enquiriés; and anatomists, after their whole
lives and studies spent in dissections, and dili-
gent examining the bodies of men, confess their
ignorance in the structure and use of many
parts of man’s body, and in that operatiop
wherein life consists in the whole. And doth
the rude plough-man, or the more ignorant.vo-
luptuary, frame or fashion such an ‘admirable
engine as this is, and then put life and sense
into it? Can any man say,.'he formed the
parts that are necessary to the life of his child ?
or can he suppose himself to give the life, end
yet not know what subject is fit to receive it,
nor what actions or organs are necessary for its
reception or preservation ?
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§. 53. To give life to that which has yet no
being, is to frame and make a living creature,
fashion the parts, and mould and suit them to
their uses, and having proportioned and. fitted
them together, to put into them a living soul.
He that could do this might indeed have
some pretence to destroy his own workman-
ship.. But is there any one so bold, that dares
thus far arrogate to himself, the incomprehen-
sible works of the Almighty? Who alone did
at first, and still continues to make a living
soul, he alone can breathe in the breath of life.
If any ‘one’ thinks himself an artist at this, let
him number up the parts of his child’s body
which he hath made, tell me their uses and
operations, and when the living and rational
soul began to inhabit this -curious structure,
when sense began, and how this engine, which
he has framed, thinks and reasons: if he made
it, let him, when it is out of order, mend it, at
least tell wherein the defects lie. ¢ Shall he
¢ that made the eye, not see ?’’ says the Psalm-
ist, Psalm xciv. 9. See these men’s vanities:
the structure of that one part is sufficient to con-
vince us of an all-wise contriver, and he has so
visible a claim to us as his workmanship, that
one of the ordinary appellations of God in
soripture is, God our Maker, and the Lord our
Maker. And therefore though our author, . for
the magnifying his fatherhood, be pleased  to
say, Observations, 159. * That even the power
which God himself exerciseth over mankind is

-
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by right of fatherhood,” yet this fatherhood is
such an one as utterly excludes all pretence of
-title in earthly parents ; for he is king, because
he is indeed maker of' us all, which no parents
can pretend to be of their children.

- §. 54. But had men skill and power to make
their children, it is not so slight a piece of work-
manship, that it can be imagined, they could
make them without designing it. What father
of a thousand, when he begets a. child, thinks
farther than the satisfying his present appetite ?

God in his infinite wisdom has put strong de- | -

sires of copulation into the constitution. of :

men, thereby to continue the race of mankind,
which he doth most commonly without -the
intention, and often against the consent and
will of the begetter. And indeed those who
desire and design children, are but the eocea-
sions of their being, and when they design and
wish to beget them, do little more towards their

making, than Deucalion and his wife in the

fable did towards the making. of mankind, by
throwing pebbles over their heads. :
§. 55. But grant that the parents made their

children, gave them life and being, and  that

hence there followed an absolute power. This
would give the father but a joint dominion
with the mother over them: for nobody. e¢an
deny but that the woman hath an equal share,
if not the greater, as wnourishing the child a
long time in her own body out of her own
substance: there it is fashioned, and from her

.
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it receives the materials and principles of its
constitution : and it is so hard to imagine the
rational soul should presently inhabit the yet
unformed embrio, as soon as the father has
done. his part in the act of generation, that if
it must be supposed to derive any thing from
the parents, it must certainly owe most to the
mother. But be that as it will, the mother
canoot be deniéd an equal share in begetting
of the child, and so the absolute authority of
the father will not arise from hence. Our au-
thor indeed is of another mind ; for he’ says,
¢ We know that God at the creation gave the
‘¢ govereignty to the man over the woman, as
¢ being the nobler and principal agent in gene-
< ration,”’ Observations, 172. 1 remember not
this in my Bible; and when the place is brought
where God at the creation gave the sovereignty
to man over the woman, and that for this rea.
son, because ke is the nobler and principal agent
in generation, it will be time enough to consi-
der, and answer it. . But it is no new thing for
our author to tell us his own fancies for certain
and divine truths, though there be often a great
deal of difference between his and divine reve-
lations; for God in scripture says, his father and
his mother that begot him.

§. 56. They who alledge the practice of man-
kind, for exposing or selling their children, as
a proof of -their power over them, are with
Sir Robert happy arguers; and cannot but
recommend their opinion, by founding it on
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the most shameful action, and most unnatural
murder, human nature is capable of. The
dens of lions and nurseries of wolves know no
such cruelty as this: these savage inhabitants
of the desart obey God and nature in being
tender and careful of their offspring : they will
hunt, watch, fight, and almost starve for the
preservation of their young; never part with
them; never forsake them, till they are able
to shift for themselves. And is it the privilege
of man alone to act more contrary to nature
than the wild and most untamed part of the
creation ? .Doth God forbid us under the se-
verest penalty, that of death, to take away the
life of any man, a stranger, and upon provoca-
tion ? and does he permit us to destroy those,
he has given us .the charge of; and by the
dictates of nature and reason, as well as his
revealed command, requires us to preserve ?
He has in all the parts of the creation taken a
peculiar care to propagate and continue the
several species of creatures, and make the in-
dividuals act sa strongly ‘» this end, that they
sometimes neglect their own private good for
it, and seem to forget that general rule, which
nature teaches all things, of self-preservation ;
and the preservation of their young, as the
strongest principle. in them, over-rules the con-
stitution of their particular natures. Thus we
see, when their young stand in need of it, the
timorous. become valiant, the fierce and savage
kindy, and the ravenous. tender and liberal.
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§. 57. But if the example of what hath been
done, be the rule of what ought to be, history
would have furnished our author with instances
of this absolute fatherly power in its height and
perfection, and he might have shewed us in
Peru, people that begot children on purpose
to fatten and eat them. The story is so re-
markable, that I cannot but set it down in the
author’s wards. ¢ In some provinces,” says he,
“ they were so liquorish after man’s flesh, that
“ they would not have the patience to stay
“till the breath was out of the body, bat
“ would suck the blood as it ran from the
“ wounds of the dying imnan; they had public
“ shambles of man’s flesh, and their madness
“ herein was to that degree, that they spared
“ not their own children, which they had begot
“ on strangers taken in war: for they made
“ their captives their mistresses, and choicely
‘ nourished the children they had by them, till
“ about thirteen years old they butchered and
“ eat them ; and they served the mothers after
¢ the same fashion, when they grew past child-
“ bearing, and ceased to bring them any more
“ roasters.”’ Garcilasso de la vega Hist. des
Yncas de Peru, 1. 1. c. 12.

§. 58. Thus far can the busy mind of man
carry him to a brutality below the level of
beasts, when he quits his reason, which places
him almost equal to angels. Nor can it be
otherwise in a creature, whose thoughts are
more than the sands, and wider . than the ocean,
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where fancy and passion must needs run him
into strange courses, if reason, which is his
only star and compass, be not that he steers
by. The imagination is always restless, and
suggests variety of thoughts, and the will,
reason being laid aside, is ready for every extra-
vagant project; and in this state, he that goes
farthest out of the way, is thought fittest to
lead, and is sure of most followers: and when
fashion hath once established what folly or
craft began, custom makes it sacred, and it
will be thought impudence, or madness, to con-
tradict or question it. He that will impar-
tially survey the nations of the world, will find
so much of their religions, governments and
manners, brought in and continued amongst
them by these means, that he will have but
little reverence for the practices which are in
use and credit amongst men; and will have
reason to think, that the woods and forests,
where the irrational untaught inhabitants keep
right by following nature, are fitter to give us
rules, than cities and palaces, where those that
call themselves civil and rational, go out of
their way, by the authority of example. If
precedents are sufficient to establish arule in
this case, our author might have found in holy
writ children sacrificed by their parents, and
this amongst the people of God themselves:
the Psalmist tells us, Psal. cvi. 38. ¢ They shed
‘¢ innocent blood, even the blood of their sons and
*¢.of their daughters, whom they sacrificed unto
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“ the idols of Canaan.”” But God judged not
of this by our author’s rule, nor allowed of the
authority of practice against his rwhteous law ;
but as it follows there, ¢ the land was polluted
“ with blood ; therefore was the wrath of the
“ Lord kindled against his people, insomuch that
¢ he abhorred his own inheritance.”” The killing
of their children, though it were fashionable,
was charged on them as imnocent blood, and
so had in the account of God the guilt of
murder, as the offering them to idols had the
guilt of idolatry.

§. 59. Be it then, as Sir Robert says, that
anciently it was usual for men to sell and cas-
trate their children, Observations, 155. Let it
be, that they exposed them ; add to it, if you
please, for this is still greater power, that they
begat them for their tables, to fat and eat them :
if this proves a nght to do so, we may, by the
same argument, justify adultery, incest, and
spdomy, for there are examples of these too,
both ancient and modern ; sins which, I sup-
pose, have their principal aggravation from this,
that they cross the main intention of nature,
which willeth the increase of mankind, and
the continuation of the species in the highest
perfection, and the distinction of families, with
the security of the marriage-bed, as necessary
thereunto.

§. 60. In confirmation of this natural autho-
rity of the father, our author brings a lame
proof from the positive command of God in

F
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scripture A his words are, * To confirm the na-
¢ tural right of regal power, we find in the De-
‘¢ calogue, that the lJaw which enjoins obedience
¢ to kings, is delivered in the terms, Honour
¢ thy father, p. 23. Whereas many confess,
“ that government only in the abstract, is the
¢ ordinance of God, they are not able to prove
“ any such ordinance in the scripture, but only
‘¢ in the fatherly power; and therefore we find
¢ the commandment, that enjoins obedience to
“.guperiors, given in the terms, Honour thy
¢ father; so that not only the power and right
« of government, but the form of the power go-.
“ yerning, and the person having the power, are
¢ all the ordinances of God. The first father
% had not only simply power, but power mo-
¢ parchical, as he was father immediately from
“ God,” Observations, 254. To the same-pur-
pose, the same law is cited by our author in
several other places, and just after the same
fashion ; that is, and mother, as apocryphal
-words, are always left out; a great argument
of our author’s ingenuity, and the goodness of
his cause, which required in its defender zeal
to a degree of warmth, able to warp the sacred
rule of the word of God, to make it comply
with his present occasion; a way of proceeding
not unusual to those, who embrace not truths,
because reason and revelation offer them, but
espouse tenets and parties for ends different’
from truth, and then resolve at any rate to-
.defend them; and so do with the words and
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sense of authors, they would fit to their purpose,
just as Procrustes did with his guests, lop or
stretch them, as may best fit them to the size
of their notions: and they always prove like
those so served, deformed, lame, and useless. -

§. 61. For had our author set down this com-
mand without garbling, as God gave it, and
joined mother to father, every reader would
have seen, that it had made directly against
him; and that it was so far from establishing
the monarchical power of the father, that it set
up the mother equal with him, and enjoined
nothing but what was due in common, to both
father and mother: for that is the constant tenor
of the scripture, “ Honour thy father and thy
¢ mother,”” Ezod. xx. * He that smiteth his
« father, or mother, shall surcly be put to death,”
xxi. 15. *“ He that curseth his father or mother,
« ghall surely be put to death,”- ver. 17. Re-
peated, Lev. xx. 9. and by our Saviour, Matth.
xv. 4. “ Ye shall fear every man his mother
“ and his father,”” Lev. xix. 3. * Ifa man have
“ a rebellious son, which will not obey the voice
‘¢ of his father, or the voice of his mother; then
¢ gshall his father and mother lay hold on him,
“ and say, This our son is stubborn and rebel.
¢ lious, he will not obey our voice,”’ Deut. xxi.
18, 19, 20, 21. * Cursed be he that setteth
« light by his father or his mother,” xxviii. 16.
“ My son, hear the instructions of thy father,
¢ and forsake not the law of thy mother,” are
the words of Solomon, a king who was not
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ignorant of what belonged to him as a father
or a king; and yet he joins father and mother
together, in all the instruction he gives children
quite through his book of Proverbs. ¢ Woe
“ unto him, that sayeth unto his father, What
“ begettest thou ? or to the woman, What hast
* thou brought forth ?”’ Isa. xi. ver. 10. ¢ In
* thee have they set light by fathet or mother,”
Ezek. xxviii. 2. “ And it shall come to pass, that
“ when any shall yet prophesy, then his father
* and his mother that begat him, shall say unto
¢ him, thou shalt not live; and his father and
* his mother that begat him, shall thrust him
“ through when he prophesieth,” Zech. xiii. 3.
Here not the father only, but the father and
mother jointly, had power in this case of life
and death. Thus ran the law of the Old Tes-
tament, and in the New they are likewise joined,
in the obedience of their children, Eph. vi. 1.
The ruleis, Children, obey your parents ; and I do
not remember, that I any where read, Children,
obey your father, and no more: the scripture
~ joins mother too in that homage, which is due
from children; and had therq been any text,
where the honour or obedience of children had
been directed to the father alone, it is not likely
that our author, who pretends to build all upon
scripture, would have omitted it: nay, the
scripture makes the authority of father and
mother, in respect ‘of those they have begot, so
equal, that in some places it neglects even the
priority of order, which is thought due to the
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father, and the mother is put first, as Lev. xix. 3.
from which so constantly joining father and
mother together, as is found quite through the
scripture, we may conclude that the honour they
have a title to from their children, is one com-
mon right belonging so equally to them both,
that neither can claim it wholly, neither can be
excluded.

§. 62. One would wonder then how our ay-
thor infers from the fifth commandment, that
all power was originally in the father ; how he
finds monarchical power of government settled
and fized by the commandment, Honour thy
Jather and thy mother. If all the honour due by
the commandment, be it what it will, be the’
only right of the father because he, as our authar
says, has the sovereignty over the woman, as being
the nobler and principaler agent in generation,
why did God afterwards all along join the mother
with him, to share in his honour? can the fa-
ther, by this sovereignty of his, discharge the
child from paying this honour to his mother?
The scripture gave no such licence to the Jews,
and yet there were often breaches wide enough
betwixt husband and wife, even to divorce and
separation: and, I think, nobody will say a
child may withhold honour from his mother,
or, as the scripture terms it, set light by her,
though his father should command him to do
so; no more than the mother could dispense
with him for neglecting to honmour his father:
whereby it is plain, that this command of God
gives the father no sovereignty, no supremacy,
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§. 63. I agree with our author that the title
to this honour is vested in the parents by na-
ture, and is a right which accrues to them by
their having begotten their children, and God
by many positive declarations has confirmed
it to them: I also allow our author’s rule,
that in grants and gifts, that have their original
Jrom God and nature, as the power of the
Jather, (let me add and mother, for whom God
hath joined together, let no man put asunder)
no inferior power of men can limit, nor make
any law of prescription against them, Obser-
vations, 158. So that the mother having, by .
this law of God, a right to honour from her
~ children, which is not subject to the will of
her husband, we see this absolute monarchical
power of the father can neither be founded on
it, nor consist with it; and -he has a power
very far from monarchical, very far from that
absoluteness our author contends; when ano-
ther has over his subjects the same power he
hath, and by the same title: and therefore he
cannot forbear saying himself that ke camnot
see how any man’s children can be free from
subjection to their parents, p. 12. which, in
common speech, I think, signifies mother as
well as father ; or if parents here signifies only
father, it is the first time I ever yet knew it-
to do so, and by such an use of words.one may
say any thing.

§. 64. By our author’s doctrine, the father,
having absolute jurisdiction over his children,

o



OF GOVERNMENT. 7t

has also the same over their issue; and the
consequence is good, were it true, that the
father had such a power: and yet I ask our
author whether the grandfather, by his sove-
reignty, could discharge the grandchild from
paying to his father the henour due to him
by the fifth commandment. If the grandfather
hath, by right of fatherhood, sole sovereign
power in him, and that obedience which is due
to the supreme magistrate, be commanded in
these words, Honour thy father, it is certain -
the grandfather might dispense with the grand-
son’s honouring his father, which since it is
evident in common sense he cannot, it follows
from hence, that Honour thy father and mother,
cannot mean an absolute subjection to a sove-
reign power, but something else. The right-
therefore which parents have by nature, and
which is confirmed to them by the fifth com.
mandment, cannot be that political dominion
which our author would derive from it:. for
that being in every civil society supreme some-
where, can discharge any subject from any
political obedience to any one of his fellow-
subjects. But what law of the magistrate can
give a child liberty, not to honour his father
and mother ? It is an eternal law, annexed
e purely to the relation of parents and children,
and so contains nothing of the magistrate’s
power in it, nor is subjected to it.
§. 65. Ourauthor says, “ God hath given toa
‘¢ father a right or liberty to alien his power over
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* his children to any other,”” Observations, 155.
I doubt whether he can alien wholly the right
of honour that is due from them; but be that
as it will, this I am sure, he cannot alien, and
retain the same power. If therefore the ma-
gistrate’s sovereignty be, as our author would
have it, nothing but the authority of a su-
preme fuather, p. 23. it is unavoidable, that if
the magistrate hath all this paternal right, as
he must have if fatherhood be the fountain of
all authority ; then the subjects, though fathers,
can have no power over their children, no right
to honour from them: for it cannot be all in
another’s hands, and a part remain with the
parents.. So that, according to our author’s
own doctrine, Honour thy father and mother
cannot possibly be understood of political
subjection and obedience ; since the laws both
in the Old and New Testament, that com-
manded children to honour and obey their
parents, were given to such, whose fathers
were under civil government, and fellow-sub-
jects with them in political societies; and to
have bid them honour and obey their parents,
in our author’s sense, had been to bid them be:
subjects to those who had no title to it; the
right to obedience from subjects, being all -
‘vested in another; and instead of teaching
obedience, this had been to foment sedition,
by setting up powers that were not. If there-
fore this command, Honour thy father and
mother, concern political dominion, it directly
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overthrows eur author’s monarchy ; since it be-
ing to be paid by every child to his father, even
in society, every father must necessarily have
political dominion, and there will be as many
sovereigns as there are fathers : besides that the
mother too hath her title, which 'destroys the
sovereignty of one supreme monarch. But if
Honour thy father and mother mean some-
thing distinct from political power, as necessa-
rily it must, it is besides our author’s business,
and serves nothing to his purpose.

§. 66. « The law that enjoins obedience to
¢ kings is delivered,”’ says our author, ¢ in the
 terms, Honour thy father, as if all power
¢ were originally in the father,”” Observations,
254. and that law is also delivered, say I, in the
terms, Honour thy mother, as if all power were
originally in the mother. I appeal whether the
argument be not as good on one side as the
other, father and mother being joined all along
in the Old and New Testament wherever honour
or obedience is enjoined children. Again our
author tells us, Observations, 254. ¢ that this
¢ command, Honour thy father, gives the right
‘¢ to govern, and makes the form of government
¢¢ monarchical.”” To which I answer, that if
by Honour thy father be meant obedience to the
political power of the magistrate, it concerns
not any duty we owe to our natural fathers,
who are subjects ; because they, by ourauthor’s
doctrine, are divested of all that power, .it be-
ing placed wholly in the prince, and so being

’
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equally subjects and slaves with their children,
can have no right, by that-title, to any such
honour or obedience, as contains in it political
subjection : if Honour thy father and mother
signifies the duty we owe our natural parents,
as by our Saviour’s interpretation, Matth. xv.
4. and all .the other mentioned places, it is
plain it does, then it cannot concern political
obedience, but a duty that is owing to persoas,
who have no title to sovereignty, nor any po-
~ litical authority as magistrates over subjects.
For the person of a private father, and a title to
obedience, due to the supreme magistrate, are
things inconsistent; and therefore this com-
mand, which must necessarily ¢omprehend the
persons of our natural fathers, must mean a
duty we owe them distinct from our obedience
to the magistrate, and from which the most
absolute power of princes cannot absolve us.
What this duty is, we shall in its duee place .
_examine. '

§. 67. And thus we have at last got through
all, that in our author looks like an argument for
that absolute urhmited sovereignty described,
Sect. 8. which he supposes in Adam ; so that
mankind ever since have been all born slaves,
without any title to freedom. But if creation,
which gave nothing but a being, made not
Adam prince of his posterity : if Adam, Gen. i.
98. was not constituted lord of mankind, nor
had a private dominion given him exclusive of
his children, but only a right and power over
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the earth, and inferior creatures in common
with the children of men; if also Gen. ii. 16.
God gave not any political power to Adam over
his wife and children, but only subjected Eve
to Adam, as a punishment, or foretold the sub-
jectionof the weaker sex, in the ordering the
common concerninents of their families, but
gave not thereby to Adam, as to the husband,
power of life and death, which necessarily be-
longs to the magistrate : if fathers by begetting
their children acquire no such power over
them ; and if the command, Honour thy father
and mother, give it not, but only enjoins a
duty owing to parents equally, whether sub-
jects or not, and to the mother as well as the
Jather ; if all this be so, as I think, by what
has been said, is very evident ; then man has a
natural freedom, notwithstanding all our author
confidently says to the contrary ; since all that
share in the same common nature, faculties
and powers, are in nature equal, and ought to
partake in the same common rights and privi-
leges, till the manifest appointment of God,
who is Lord over all, blessed for ever, can be
produced to shew any particular person’s
supremacy ; or a man’s own consent subjects
him to a superior. This is so plain, that our
author confesses, that Sir John Hayward,
Blackwood and Barclay, the great vindicators
of the right of kings, could not deny: it, dut
admit with one consent the natural liberty and
equality'of mankind, for a truth unquestionable.
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And our author hath been so far from producing
any thing, that may make good his great posi-
tion that Adam was absolute monarch, and so
men are not naturally free, that even his.own
proofs make against him; so' that to use his
own way of arguing, the first erroneous principle
Jailing, the whole fabric of this vast engine of
absolute power and tyranny drops down of itself,
and there needs no more to be said in answer to
all’ that he builds upon so false and frail a
foundation=

§. 68. But to save others the pains, were
there any need, he is not sparing himself to
shew, by his own contradictions, the weak-
ness of his own doctrine. Adam’s absolute
and sole dominion is that, which he is every
where full of, and all along builds on, and yet
he tells us, p. 19. * that as Adam was lord of
¢« his children, so his children under him had a
“ command and powerover their own children.””
The unlimited and undivided sovereignty of
Adam’s fatherhood, by our author’s computa-
tion, stood but a little while, only during the
first generation, but as soon as he had grand-
children, Sir Robert could give but a very ill
accountofit. * Adam, as father of his children,’’
saith he, ¢ hath an absolute, unlimited royal
¢ power over them, and by virtue thereof over
‘ those that they begot, and so to all genera-
“ tions ;”’ and yet his children, viz. Cain and
Seth, have a paternal power over their children at
the same time ; so that they are at the same time
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absolute lords, and yet vassals and slaves;
Adam has all the authority, as grandfather of
the people, and they have a part of it as fathers
of a part_of them: he is absolute over them
and their posterity, by having begotten them,
and yet_they are absolute over their own chil-
dren by the same title.  No,”’ says our author,
¢ Adam’s children under him had power over
<« their own children, but still with subordina-
“ tion to the first parent.”” A good distinction
that sounds well, and it is pity it signifies nothing,
nor can it bereconciled with our author’s words.
I readily grant, that supposing Adam’s absolute

pover. aver his posterity, any of his children
" might have from him a delegated, and so a
subordinaie power over a part, or all the rest:
but that cannot be the power our author speaks
of here; it is not a power by grant and com-
mission, but the natural paternal power he
supposes a father to have over his children.
For 1. he says, “ As Adam was lord of his chil-
¢ dren, so his children under him had a power
< over their own children:’’ they were then
lords over their own children after the same man-
ner, and by the same title, that Adam was, <. e.
by right of generation, by right of fatherhood.
2. It is plain he means the natural power of fa-
thers, because he limits it to be only over their
own children ; a delegated power has no such li-
mitation, as only over their own children, it
might be over others, as well as their own chil-
dren. 3. If it were a delegated power, it must ap-
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pear in scripture ; but there is no ground in
scripture to affirm, that Adam’s children had any
other power over theirs, than what they natu-
rally had as fathers.

‘§. 69. But that he means here paternal .power
and no other, is past doubt, from the inference
he makes in these words immediately following,
“ | see not then how the children of Adam, or of
‘“ any man else, can be free from subjection to
“ their parents.”” Whereby it appears that the
power an one side, and the subjection on the
other, our authar here speaks of, is that ratural
" power, and subjection between parents and chil-

dren: for that which every man’s children owed,
~could be no other; and that our author always
affirms to be absolute and unlimited. This
natural power of parents over their children,
Adam had over his posterity, says our author ;
and this power of parents over their children,
his children had over theirs in his life-time, says
our auther also; so that Adam, by a natural
tight of father, had an absolute unlimited
power over all his posterity, and at the same
time his children had by the same right abso-
lute unlimited power over theirs. Here then
are two absolute unlimited powers existing to-
gether, which I would have any body reconcile
one to another, or to common sense. For the
salvo he has put in of subordinalion, makes it
more absurd: To have one absolute, unlimited,
nay, unlimitable power, in subordination to
another, is so manifest a contradiction, that
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nothing can be more. Adam s absolute prince
with the unlimited authority of fatherhood over
all hss posterity ; all his posterity are then
absolutely his. subjects; and, as our author
says, his slaves, children, and grandchildren,
are equally in this state of subjection and
slavery ;- and yet, says our author, the chii-
dren of Adam have paternal, i. e. absolute un-
hmited power over their own children: which
in plain English is, they are slaves and absolute
princes at the same time, and in the same go-
vernment; and one part of the subjects have
an absolute unlimited power over the other by
the natural right of parentage.

§. 70. If any one will suppose, in favour of
our author, that he here meant, that parents,
- who are in subjection themselves to the absce.
lute authority of their father, have yet some
power over their children; I confess he is
something nearer the truth: but he will not at
all hereby help our author: for he no where
speaking of the paternal power, but as an
absolute unlimited authority, cannot be sup-
posed to understand any thing else here, unless
he himself had limited it, and shewed how
far. it reached. And that he means here pater.
nal authority in that large extent, is plain from
the immediately following words; ¢ This sub-
‘ jection of children being,’”’ says he, ¢ the
* foundation of all regal authority,”” p. 12. the
subjection then that in the former line, he says,
every man is in o Ais parents, and consequently
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what Adam’s grand-children were in to their pa-
rents, was that which was the fountain of all re-
gal authority, i. e. according to our author, ab-
solute unlimited authority. And thus Adam’s
children had regal authority over their children,
whilst they themselves were subjects to their
father, and fellow-subjects with their children.
But let him mean as he pleases, it is plain he al-
lows Adam’s children to have paternal power,
- p. 12. as also all other fathers. to have paternal
power over ther children, Observations, 156.
From whence one of these two things will
necessarily follow, that either Adam’s children,
even in his life-time, had, and so all fathers
have, as he phrases it, p. 12. * by right of father-
¢ hood, royal authority over their children,’”’ or
else, that ¢ Adam, by right of fatherhood, -had
« not royal authority.”” For it cannot be but that
paternal power does, or does not, give royal au-
thority to them that have it : if it does not, then
Adam could not be sovereign by this title, nor
any body else ; and then there is an end of all
our author’s politics at once: if it does give
royal authority, then every one that has pater-
nal power, has royal authority ; and then by our
author’s patriarchal government,. there will be
as many kings as there are fathers.:

§.71. And thus what a monarchy he hath
set up, let him and his disciples counsider.
Princes certainly will have great reason to
thank him for these new politics, which set up
as many absolute kings in every country as
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there are fathers of children. And yet who
can blame our author. for it, it lying unavoid-
ably in the way of one discoursing upon our
author’s principles? For having placed an ab-
solute power in SJathers by right of begetting,
he could not easily resolve how much of this
power belonged to a son over the children he
- had begotten; and so it fell out to be a hard
matter to give all the power, as he does, to
Adam, and yet allow a part in his life-time
to his children, when. they were parents, and
which. he knew not well how to deny them.
This makes him so doubtful in his expressions,
and so uncertain where to place this absolute
natural power, which he calls fatherhood.
Sometimes Adam alone has it all, as p. 13.
Observations, 244, 245. & Pref.

Sometimes parents have it, which word scarce
signifies the father alone, p. 12, 19.

Sometimes children during their fathers’ life-
time, as p. 12.

Sometimes fathers of fumilies, as p. 78, & 79.

Sometxmes falhera mdeﬁmtely, Observatwm,
155. - P

Sometlmes the Iunr to Adam, Observatzm,
253.

Sometimes the posterity of Adam, 244, 246.

Sometimes prime fathers, all sons or grand-
children of Noah, Observations, 244.

Sometimes the eldest parents, p. 12.

Sometimes all Aings, p. 19.

. G
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Sometimes all that have supreme power, 0b-
servations, 245.

Sometimes heirs o those first progenstors,
who were at first the natural parents -of ‘the
whole people, p. 19.

Sometimes an elective king, p. 23

Sometimes those, whether a few or .a multi-
* tude, that govern the commonwealth, p. 23. -

Sometimes he that can catch it, an usurper,
P. 23. Observations, 155. :

§.72. Thus this new nothing, that is to. -carry
with it all power, authority, and government ;
this fatherhood, which is to -design ‘the -person,
and establish the . throne of monarchs, whom
the people are to obey, may, according to Sir
Robert, come into any hands, any how, and so
by his politics give to democracy royal autho-
rity, and make an usurper a lawful prince.
And if it will do all these fine feats, much
good -do ‘our author and all his followers with
their omnipotent fatherhood, which can serve
for nothing but to .unsettle and destroy all the
lawful governments in the world, and to es-
tablish in their room disorder, tyranny, .and
usurpation.
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CHAPTER VI

Of Fatherhood and Property considered together
as Fountains of Sovereigniy.

§. 73. In the foregoing chapters we have
seen what Adam’s monarchy was, in our au-
thor’s opinion, and upon what titles he founded
it. The foundations which he lays the chief
stress on, as those from which he thinks he may
derive monarchical power to future princes,
ave two, viz. Fatherhood and property: and
therefore the way he proposes to remove the ab-
surdities and inconveniences of the doctrine of
natural freedom, is, to maintain the natural and
private dominion of Adam, Observations, 222.
Conformable hereunto, he tells us, the ¢ grounds
~¢ and principles of government necessarily depend
<t upon the original of property,”” Observations,
108. * The subjection of children to their pa-
“ rents §s the fountain of all regal authority,”
p. 12. “ And all power on earth is either de-
¢ rived or usurped from the fatherly power, their
¢ being no other original to be found of any
< power whatsoever,”’ Observations, 158. 1 will
not stand here to examine how it can be said
without a contradiction, that the first grounds
and principles of government necessarily depend
upon the original of property, and yet, that there
18 no other original of any power whatsoever, but
that of the father : it being hard to understand



84 OF GOVERNMENT.

how there can be no other original but father-
- hood, and yet that the grounds and principles of
government depend upon the original of property ;
property and fatherhood being as far different
as lord of a manor and father of children. Nor
do I see how they will either of them agree
with what our author says, Observations, 244.
of God’s sentence against Eve, Gen. iii. 16.
That it is the original grant of government :
so that if that were the original, government
had not its original, by our author’s own con-
fession, either from property or fatherhood :
and this text, which he brings as a proof of
Adam’s power over Eve, necessarily contradicts
what he says of the fatherhood, that it is the
sole fountain of all power : for if Adam had any
such regal power over Eve, as our author con-
tends for, it must be by some other tltle than
that of begetting.

§. 74. But I leave bim to reconcile these
contradictions, as well as many others, which
may plentifully be found in him by any one,
who will but read him with a little attention ;
and shall come now to consider, how these
two originals of government, Adam’s natural
and private dominion, will consist, and serve
to make out and establish the titles of suc-
ceeding monarchs, who, as our author obliges
them, must all derive their power from these
Jountains. Let us then suppose Adam made,
by God’s donation, lord and sole proprietor of
the whole earth, in as large and ample a manner
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as Sir Robert could wish; let us suppose him
also, by right of fatherhood, absolute ruler over
his children with an unlimited supremacy ; 1
ask then, upon Adam’s death what becomes
of both his natural and private dominion? and
X doubt not it will be answered, that they
descended to his next heir, as our author tells
us in several places. But this way, it is plain,
cannot possibly convey both his natural and
private dominion to the same person : for should
we allow, that all the property, all the estate
of the father, ought to descend to the eldest
son, (which will need some proof to establish
it) and so he has by that title all the private do-
minton of the father, yet the father’s natural
dominion, the paternal power, cannot descend
to him by inheritance: for it being a right that
accrues to a man only by begetting, no man
can have this natural dominion over any one
he does not beget; unless it can be supposed,
that a man can have a right to any thing, with-
out doing that upon which that right is solely
founded: for if a father by begetting, and no
other title, has natural dominion over his chil-
dren, he that does not beget them cannot have
this natural dominion over them ; and therefore
be it true or false, that our author says, Obser-
vations, 156. ¢ That every man that is born, by
“ his very birth becomes subject to him that be-
“ gets him,”’ this necessarily follows, viz. Thata
man by his birth cannot become a subject to his
bro’thei', who did not beget him; unless it can
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be supposed that a man by the very same title
can come to be under the natural and: absolute
dominion of two different men at once; or it .
be sepse to say, that a man by birth is under
the natyral dominion of his father, only because
he begat him, and a man by birth also is under
the natural dominion of his eldest brother,
though he did not beget him.

§. 75. If then the private dominion of Adam,
t, e. his property in the creatures, descended
at his death all entirely to his eldest son, his
beir; (for, if it did not, there is presently an
end of all Sir Robert’s monarchy) and his
natural dominign, the dominion a father has
over his children by begetting them, belouged
immediately, upon Adam’s decease, equally to
all his sons who had children, by the same
title their father bad it, the sovereignty founded
upon property, and the sovereignty founded
upon fatherhood, come to be divided; since
Cain, as heir, had that or property alone;
Setb, and the other sons, that of fatheihood
equally with him. This is the best that can
be made of our author’s doctrine, and of the
two titles of sovereignty he sets up in Adam:
one of them w11l either_ signify nothing; or,
if they both must stand, t.hey can serve only
to confound the rights of princes, and.disorder
government in his posterity: for by building
upon two titles to dominion, which cannot
descend together, and which he allows may
be separated, (for he yields that ¢ Adam’s chil- .
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“ dren had their distinct territories by right of
« private dominion,’’ Qbservations, 210, p. 40.)
he.makes it perpetually. a doubt upon his prin-
ciples where the sovereignty is, or to whom
we owe our obedience, since fatherhood and
property are distinct titles, and began presently.
upon Adam’s death to be in distinct persoms.
And which then was to give way to the other?

§. 76. Let us take the account of it, as he
himself gives it us, He tells us out of Grotius,.
that ¢« Adam’s children by donation, assignation,
“ or some kind of cession before he was dead, had
“ their distinct territories by right of private
% dominion; Abel had his flocks and pastures.
“ for them : Cain had his fields for corn, and the
“lapd of Nod, where he built him a city,”
Observations, 210. Here it is obvious to de-
mand, which of these two after Adam’s death
was sovereign ? Cain, says our author, p. 19.
By what title ? ¢ As heir; for heirs to progeni-
“ tors, who were natural parents of their people,
“are not only lords of their own children, but
“ also of their brethren,’”’ says our author, p. 19.
What was Cain heir to? Not the entire posses-
sions, not all that which Adam had private domi-.
nion in; for our autbor allows that Abel by a
title derived from his father, had Ais distinct ter-
ritory. for pasture by right of private dominion.
What then Abel had by private dominion, was
exempt from Cain’s dominion: for he could
not have private dominion over that which was
under the private dominion of another; aund
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therefore his sovereignty over his brother is
gone with this private dominion, and so there
. are presently two soverexgns, and his imaginary
title of fatherhood is out of doors, and Cain
is no prince over his brother: or else, if Cain
retain’ his sovereignty over Abel, notwithstand-
ing his private dominion, it will follow, that
the first grounds and principles of government
have nothing to do with property, whatever our
author says to the contrary. Tt is true, Abel did
not outlive his father Adam; but that makes
nothing to the argument, which will hold good
against Sir Robert in Abel’s issue, or in Seth,
or any of the posterity of Adam, not descended
from Cain.

§. 77. The same inconvenience he runs -into
about the three sons of Noah, who, as he says,
p- 13. * had the whole world divided amongst
¢ them by their father,” I ask then, in which
of the three shall we find the establishment of
* regal power after Noah’s death ?  If in all three,
as our author there seems to say; then it will
follow, that regal power is founded in property
of land, and follows private dominion, and not
in paternal power, or natural domsnion; and so
there is an end of paternal power as the
fountain of regal authority, and the so-much-
magnified fatherhood quite vanishes. If the
regal power descended to Shem as eldest, and
heir to his father, then Noah’s division of the
world by lot, to his sons, or his ten years satling
about the Mediterranean, to appoint each son
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his part, which our author tells of, p. 15. was
labour lost ; his division of the world to them,
was to- ill, or to no purpose: for his grant to
Cham and Japhet was little worth, if Shem,
notwithstanding this grant, as soon as Noah
was dead, was to be lord over them. Or, if
this grant of private dominion to them, over
their assigned territories, were good, here were
set up two distinct sorts of power, not subordi-
pate one to the other, with all those inconveni-
ences which he musters up against the power
of the peopls, Observations, 158. which I shall
set down in his own words, only. changing pro-
perty for people. ¢ All power on earth is either
« derived or usurped from the fatherly power,
“ there being no other original to be found of any
“ power whatsoever: for if there should be
“ granted two sorts of power, without any su-
“ bordination of one to the other, they would be
“ in perpetual strife which should be supreme, for
“ two supremes cannot agree: if the fatherly
“ power be supreme, then the power grounded
“ on private dominion must be subordinate, and
“ depend on it; and if the power grounded on
¢ property be supreme, then the fatherly power
“ must submit to it, and cannot be exercised
“ without the licence of the proprietors, which
“ must quite destroy the frame and course of na-
“ ture.” This is his own arguing against two dis-
tinct independent powers, which I have set down
in his own words, only putting power rising from
property, for power of the people ; and when he has
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apswered what he himself, has urged here against
two- distinct: powers, we shall.be better able to
see how, with any tolerable sense, he qan.derive
all regal:authority from the natural and private
dominion of, Adam, from fatherhood.and property
togaether, which- are distinct titles, that do not
always meet in the same person ;- and it is plajn,
by his own confession, presently separated as
soon, hoth as Adam’s and. Noak’s. death made
way forsuccession;: though ouraathor.frequent-
ly in. his wr.itin\gs jumbles them together, and
omits not, to,make use of either, where-he thinks
it, will sound, best to his purpose. ‘Bnt; the ab-
surdities of, this will more fully appear in the
npxt chapter, where we shall examine the ways
of; conveyance of the sovereignty of Adam,. to
princes that were to reign after him. :

CHAPTER. VIII.
Of the- Conveyance of Adam’s Sovereign Mo-

narchical Power.

§. 78. Sir Robert, not having been very hap-
"py in any proof he brings for the sovereign-
ty of Adam, is not much more fortunate in
conveying it to future princes, who, if his
politics be true, must all derive their: titles
from that first monarch., The ways he has
assigned, as they: lie scattered up and down.in.
his writings, I will set down in his own words:
in his preface he tells us, That < Adam, being
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¢ monarch of the whole world, none of his poste-
« rity had any right to possess any thing, but by
‘ his grant or permission, or by succession from
“ him.”” Here he makes two ways of conveyance
of any thing Adam stood possessed of ; and
those are grants or succession. Again he says,
« All kings either are, or are to be reputed, the
‘ pext heirs to those first progenitors, who were
“ at firat the natural parents of the whole people.”
p-19. ¢ There cannot be any multitude of men
‘ whatsoever, but that in it, considered by itself,
“ there is one man amongst them, that in nature
‘“ hath a right to be the king of all the rest, as
* being the next heir to Adam,’”’ Observations,
253. Here in these places :nheritance is the only
way he allows of conveying monarchical power
to princes. In other places he tells us, Obser-
vations, 155, ¢ All power on earth is either de-
“rived. or usurped from the fatherly power.”
Observations, 158. < All kings that now are,
“ or. ever were, are or were either fathers of their
“ people, or heirs of such fathers, or usurpers of
“ the right of such fathers,” Observations, 253.
And here he makes inheritance or usurpation the
only way whereby kings come by this original.
pawver: but yet he tells us, ¢ This fatherly em-
“ pire, as it was of itself hereditary, so it was.
“.alienable by patent and seizable by an usurper,’’
Observations, 190. So then here inheritance,
grant, or usurpation, will convey it. And last of
all, which is most admirable, he.tells us,. p. 100.
“ It skills not which way kings come by their.
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¢ power, whether by election, donation, succes-
“ sion, or by any other means; for it is still the
“ manner of the government by supreme power,
“ that makes them properly kings, and not the
“ means of obtaining their crowns.”” Which I
think is a full answer to all his whole Aypothesis
and discourse about Adam’s royal authority, as
the fountain from which all princes are to derive
theirs: and he might have spared the trouble of
speaking so much as he does, up and down, of
heirs and inheritance, if to make one properly a
king, needs no more but governing by supreme
power, and it matters not by what means he came
by 1,

§. 79. By this notable way, our author may
make Oliver as properly king, as any one else he
could think of : and had he had the happiness
to live under Massanello’s government, he
could not by this his own rule have forborn
to have done homage to him, with O king &ve
Jor ever! since the manner of his government
by supreme power, made him properly king,
who was but the day before properly a fisher-
man. And if Don Quixote had taught his
squire to govern with. supreme authority, our
author no doubt could have made a most loyal
subject in Sancho Pancha’s island; and he
must needs have deserved some preferment in
such governments, since I think he is the first
politician, who, pretending to settle government
upon its true basis, and to establish the thrones
of lawful princes, ever told the world, That he
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was “ properly a king, whose manner of govern
‘“ ment was by supreme power, by what means
“ soever he obtained it:”> which in plain Eng-
lish is to say, that regal and supreme power is
properly and truly his, who can by any means
seize upon it; and if this be to be properly a
king, 1 wonder how he came to think of, or
where he will find, an usurper.

§. 80. This is so strange a doctrine, that the
surprise of it hath made me pass by, without
their due reflection, the contradictions he runs
into, by making sometimes inheritance alone,
sometimes only grant or inheritance, sometimes
only snheritance or usurpation, sometimes all
these three, and at last election, or any other
means, added to them, whereby Adam’s royal
authority, that is, his right to supreme rule,
could be conveyed down to future kings and
governors, so as to give them a title to the
obedience and subjection of the people. But
these contradictions lie so open, that the very
reading of our author’s own words will dis-
cover them to any ordinary understanding;
and though what I have quoted out of him
(with abundance more of the same strain and
coherence which might be found in him) might
-well excuse me from any farther trouble in this
argument, yet having proposed to myself, to
examine the main parts of his doctrine, I shall
a little more particularly consider how wmheri-
tance, grant, usurpation, or election, can any
way make out government in the world upon
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his principles; or derive to any one-a right of
empire from this regal authority of Adam, had it
been mever so well proved, that he had been
absolute monarch, and lord of the whole
world.

CHAPTER IX.
Of Monaichy by Inheritance from Adam.

§. 81. Though it be never so plain, that
there ought to be government in the world,
nay, should all men be of our author’s mind,
that divire appointment had ordained it to be
monarchical ; yet, since men cannot obey any
thing, that cannot command; and ideas of
government in the fancy, though never so per-
feet, though mever so right, cannot give laws,
not prescribe rules to the actions of men ; it
would be of no behoof for the settling of order,
and establishing of government in its exercise
and use amongst men, unless there were a way
also taught how to know the person, to whom
it belonged to have this power, and exercise
this dominion over others. It is in vain then
to talk of subjection and obedience without
telling us whom we are to obey: for were {
never so fully persuaded that there ought to
be magistracy and rule in the world; yet I am
nevertheless at liberty still, till it appears who
is the person that hath right to my obedience;
since, if there be no marks to know him by,
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and distinguish him that hath right to rule
from ‘other men, it may be myself, as well as
any other. And therefore, though submission
to government be every one’s 'duty, ‘yet since
that signifies nothing but submitting to the di-
rection and laws of such men as have authority
to command, it is not enough to make a man a
subject, toconvince him that there is a regal power
in ‘the world; ‘but there must be ways of de-
signing, and knowing the person to whom this
regal power of right belongs: and a ‘man ‘can
never be obliged in conscience to submit to any
power, ‘unless he :can be satisfied who is the
person who has a right to exercise that pewer
over him. If this were not so, there would
be no distinction between pirates and lawful
princes ; -he that has force is withoat any motre
ado to be obeyed, and crowns and sceptres
would become the inheritarce only of violence
and rapine. Men too might as often and as
innocently change their governors, as they do
their physicians, if the person cannot be known
who has a right to ‘direct me, and whose
prescriptions I am bound to follow. To settle
therefore ‘men’s consciences, under an ‘obliga-
tion to obedience, it is necessary that they
know not only, that there is a power somewhere
- “in -the world, but the person who by right is
vested with this power over them. '
§. 82. How successful our author ‘has been
inhis ‘attetnpts, to set up a monarchical absokute
power in Adam, the reader may judge by what
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has been already said; but were that absolute
monarchy as clear as our author would. desire
it, as I presume it is the contrary, yet it could
be of no use to the government of mankind now
in the world, unless he also make out these two
things.

First, That this power of Adam was Dot to
end with him, but was upon his decease con-
veyed entire to some other person, and so on to
posterity.

. Secondly, That the princes and rulers now
on earth ‘are possessed of this power of Adam, °
by a right way of conveyance derived to them.

§. 83. If the first of these fail, the power of
Adasm, wete it never so great, never so certain,
will signify nothing to the present government
and societies in the world; but we must seek
out some other original of power for the govern-
ment of politys than this of Adam, or else there
will be none at all in the world. If the latter
fail, it will destroy the authority of the pre-
sent governors, and absolve the people from sub-
Jjection to them, since they, having no better a
claim than others to that power, which is alone
the fountain of all authority, can have no title
to rule over them.

§. 84. Our author, having fancied an abso-
lute sovereignty in Adam, mentions several
ways of its conveyance to princes, that were to
be his successors; but_that which he chiefly
insists on, is that of inheritance, which occurs
so often in his several discourses; and I having
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in the foregoing chapter quoted several of
these passages, I shall not need here again to
repeat them. This sovereignty he erects, as
has been said, upon a double foundation, viz!
that of property, and that of fatherhood. One
was the right he was supposed to have in all
creatures, a right to possess the earth with the
beasts, and other inferior ranks of things in it,
for his private use, exclusive of all other men.
The other was the right he was supposed to
have,. to rule and govern men, all the rest of
mankind. ,

§. 85. In both these rights, there being sup-
posed an exclusion of all other men, it must be
upon some reason peculiar to Adam, that they
must both be founded. .

That of his property our author supposes to
arise from God’s immediate donation, Gen. i.
28. and that of fatherhood from the act of
begetting : now in all inheritance, if the heir
succeed not to the reason upon which his
father's right was founded, he cannot succeed
to the right which followeth from it.. For ex-
ample, Adam had a right of property in the
creatures upon the donation and grant of God
almighty, who was lord and proprietor of them
all: let this be so as our author tells us, yet
upon his death his heir can have. no title to
them, no such right of property in them, unless
the same reason, viz. God’s donation, vested a
right in the Aeir too: for if Adam could have
had no property in, nor use of the creatures,

H
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without this positive donation from God, and
this donation were only personally to Adam,
his heir could have no right by it; but upon
his death it must revert to God, the lord and
owner again ; for positive grants give no title
farther than the express words convey it, and
by which only it is held. And thus, as if our
author himself contends, that donation, Gen. i.
28. ‘were made only to Adam personally, his
heir could not succeed to his property in the
+ creatures ; and if it were a donation to any
but Adam, let it be shewn, that it was to his
heir in our author’s sense, i.e. to one of his
children, exclusive of all the rest.

§. 86. But not to follow our author too far -
out of the way, the plain of the case is this.
God having made man, and planted in him,
as in all other animals, a strong desire of self-
preservation; and furnished the world with
things fit for food and raiment, and other
necessaries of life, subservient to his design,
that man should live and abide for some time
upon the face of the earth, and not that so
curious and wonderful a piece of workmanship,
by his own negligence, or want of necessaries,
should perish again, presently after a few
moments continuance; God, I say, having
made man and the world thus, spoke to hiwm,
(thav is) directed him by his senses and reason,
as he did the inferior animals by their sense
and instinct, which were serviceable for his
subsistence, and given him as the means of his
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preservation. And therefore 1 doubt not, but
before these words were pronounced, Gen. 1.
28, 29. (if they must be understood literally
to have been spoken) and without any such
verbal donation, man had a right to an use of
the creatures, by the will and grant of God:
for the desire, strong desire of preserving his
life and being, having been planted in him as
a principle of action by God himself, reasom,
which was the voice of God tn him, could not
but teach him and assure him, that pursuing
that natural inclination he had to preserve his
being, he followed the will of his Maker, and
therefore had a right to make use of those
creatures, which by his reason or senses he
could discover would be serviceable thereunto.
And thus man’s property in the creatures was
founded upon the right he had to make use of
those things that were necessary or useful to his
being. :

§. 87. This being the reason and foundation
of Adam’s property, gave the same title, on the
same ground, to all his children, not only after
his death, but in his life-time : so that here was
no privilege of his Aeir above his other chil-
dren, which could exclude them from an equal
right to the use of the inferior creatures, for
the comfortable preservation of their beings,
which 'is all the property man hath in them;
and so Adam’s sovereignty built on property,
or, as our author calls it, private dominion,
comes to nothing. Every man had a right to
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the creatures, by the same title Adam had, viz.
by the right every one had to take care of, and
provide for their subsistence: and thus men
had a right in common, Adam’s children in
common with him. But if any one had began,
and made himself a property in any particular
thing, (which how he, or any one else, could
do, shall be shewn in another place) that thing,
that possession, if he disposed not otherwise
of it by his positive grant, descended naturally
to his children, and they bad a right to succeed
to it, and possess it.

§. 88. It might reasonably be asked here,
how come children by this right of possessing,
before any other, the properties of their parents
upon their decease ? for it being personally the
parents, when they die, without actually trans-
ferring their right to another,-why does it not
return again to the common stock of mankind ?
It will perhaps be answered, that common
consent hath disposed of it to their children.
Common' practice, we see indeed, does so dis-
pose of it; but we cannot say, that it is the
common consent of mankind; for that hath
never been asked, nor actually given; and if
common tacit consent hath established it, it
would make but a positive, and not a natural
right of children to inherit the goods of their
parents: but where the practice is universal,
it is reasonable to think the cause is natural.
The ground then I think to be this. The first
and strongest desire God planted in men, and
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wrought into the very principles of their nature,
being that of self-preservation, that is the
foundation of a right to the creatures for the
particular support and use of each individual
person himself. But, next to this, God planted
in men a strong desire also of propagating their
kind, and continuing themselves in their pos-
terity ; and this gives children a title to share
in the property of their parents, and a rightto
inherit their possessions. Men are not proprie-
tors of what they have, merely for themselves ;
their children have a title to part of it, and
have their kind of right joined with their
parents, in the possession which comes to be
wholly theirs, when death, having put an end
to their parents’ use of it, hath taken them from
their possessions; and this we call inheritance :
men being by a like obligation bound to pre-
serve what they have begotten, as to preserve
themselves, their issue come to have a right in
the goods they are possessed of. That children
have such a right, is plain from the laws of God ;
and that men are convinced that children have
such a right, is evident from' the law of the
land ; both which laws require parents to pro-
vide for their children.

§. 89. For children being by the course of
nature, born weak, and unable to provide for
themselves, they have by the appointment of
God himself, who hath thus ordered the course
of nature, a right to be nourished and main-
tained by their parents; nay, a right not only
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to a bare subsistence, but to the conveniences
and comforts of life, as far as the conditions
of their parents can afford it. Hence. it comes,
that when their parents leave the world, and
so the care due to their children ceases, the
effects of it are to extend as far as possibly
they can, and the provisions they have made in
their life-time, are understood to be intended,
as nature requires they should, for their chil-
dren, whom, after themselves, they are bound
to provide for: though the dying parents, by
express words, declare nothing about them,
nature appoints the descent of their property to
their children, who thus come to have a title,
and natural right of inheritance to ther fathers’
goods, which the rest of mankind cannot pre-
tend to. )

- §.90. Were it not for this right of being
nourished and maintained by their parents,
which God and nature has given to children,
and obliged parents to as a duty, it would be
reasonable, that the father should inherit the
estate of the son, and be, preferred in the inhe-
ritance before his grandchild : for to the grand-
father there is due a long score of care and
expences laid out upon the breeding and
gducation of his son, which one would think
in justice ought to be paid. But that having
been done in obedience to the same law,
whereby he received nourishment and educa-
tion from his own parents; this score of
education, received {rom a man’s father, is paid
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by taking care, and providing for his owp
children ; is paid, I say, as much as is required
of payment by alteration of property, unless
present necessity of the parents require a return
of goods for their pecessary support and sub-
sistence : for we are not now speaking of that
reverence, acknowledgment, respect and ho-
nour, that is always due from children to their
parents; but of possessions and commodities
of life valuable by money. But though it |be
incumbent on parents to bring up and provide
for their children, yet this debt to their children
does not quite cancel the score due to their
parents; but only is made by nature preferable
to it: for the debt a man owes his father,
takes place, and gives the father a right to in-
herit the san’s goods, where, for want of issue,
the right of children doth not exclude that
title. And therefore a man having a right to
be maintained by his children, where he needs
it; and to enjoy also the comforts of life from
them, when the necessary provision due to
them and their children will afford it; if his
son . die without issue, the father has a right
in nature to possess his goods, and inherit his
estate, (whatever the municipal laws of some
countries may absurdly direct otherwise) ; and
80 again his children and their issue from him;
or, for want of such, his father and his issue.
But where no such are to be found, % e. no
kindred, there we see the possessions of a
private man revert to the community, and so
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in politic societies come into the hands of the
public magistrate; but in the state of nature
become again perfectly common, nobody having
a right to inherit them : nor can any one have a
property in them, otherwise than in other things
common by nature ; of which I shall speak in its
due place.

§.91. I have been the larger, in shewing
upon what ground children have a right to suc-
ceed to the possession of their fathers’ pro-
perties, not only because by it, it will appear,
that if Adam had a property (a titular, insigni-
ficant, useless property; for it could be no
better, for he was bound to nourish and main-
tain his children and posterity out of it) in the
whole earth and its product, yet all his children
coming to have, by the law of nature, and
right of inheritance, a joint title, and right of
property in it after his death, it could convey
no right of sovereignty to any one of his pos-
terity over the rest: since every one having a
right of inheritance to his portion, they might
enjoy their inheritance, or any part of it in
common, or share it, or some parts of it, by
division, as it best liked them. But no one
could pretend to the whole inheritance, or any
sovereignty supposed to accompany it ; since
a right of .inheritance gave every one of the
rest, as::well as any one, a title to share in the
goods *of his father. Not only upon this
account, I say, have I been so particular in
examining the reason of children’s inheriting
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the property of their fathers, but also because
it will give us farther light in the inheritance of
rule and power, which in countries where }heir
particular municipal laws give the whole pos-
session of land entirely to the first-born, and
descent of power has gone so to men by this
custom, some have been apt to be deceived
into an opinion, that there was a natural or
divine right of primogeniture, to both estate
and power ; and that the inheritance of both
rule over men, and property in things, sprang
from the same original, and were to descend
by the same rules.

§. 92. Property, whose original is from the
right a man has to use any of the inferior
creatures, for the subsistence and comfort of
his life, is for the benefit and sole advantage of
the proprietor, so that he may even destroy the
thing, that he has property in by his use of it,
where need requires: but government being
for the preservation of every man’s right and
property, by preserving him from the violence
or injury of others, is for the good of the go-
verned : for the magistrate’s sword being for a
terror to evil doers, and by that terror to in-
force men to observe the positive laws of the
society, made conformable to the laws of na-
ture, for the public good, i. e. the good of
every particular member of that society, as far
as. by common rules it can be provided for;
the sword is not given. the magistrate for his
own good alone,
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§. 93. Children therefore, as has been shew-
ed, by the dependance they have on their
parents for subsistence, have a right of inheri-
tance to their fathers property, as that which
belongs to them for their proper good and
behoaf, and therefore are fitly termed goods,
wherein the first-born has pot a sole or pecu-
liar right by any law of God and nature, the
- yeounger children having an equal title with
him, founded on that right they all have to
maintenance, support, and comfort from their
parents, and on nothing else. But government
being for the benefit of the governed, and not
the sole advantage -of the governors, (but only
for their’s with the rest, as they make a part of
that politic body, each of whose parts and
members are taken care of, and directed in its
peculiar functions for the good of thie whole,
by the laws of saciety) cannot be inherited by
the same title, that children have to the goods
of their father. The right a son bas to be
maintained and provided with the necessaries
and conveniences of life out of his father’s
stock, gives him a right to succeed to his
father’s property for hia own good; but this
can give him no right to succeed also to the
rule, which his father had over other men.
All that a child has right to claim from his
father is nourishment and education, and the
things nature furnishes for the support of life:
but he has no right to demand rule or dominion
from him: he can subsist and receive from him
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the portion of good things, and advantages of
education naturally due to him, without emptre
and dominton. That (if his father hath any)
was vested in him, for the good and behoof of
others : and therefore the son cannot claim or
inherit it by a title, which is founded wholly
on his own private good and advantage.

§. 94. We must know how the first ruler,
from whom any one claims, came by his au-
thority, upon what ground any one has empire,
what his title is to it, before we can know who
has a right to succeed him in it, and inherit it
from him: if the agreement and consent of
men first gave a sceptre into any one’s hand,
or put a crown on his head, that also must
direct its descent and conveyance; for the
same authority, that made the first a lawful
ruler, must make the second too, and so give
right of succession: in this case inheritance,
or primogeniture, can in itself have no pretence
to it, any farther than that consent, which
established the form of ‘the government, hath
so settled the succession. And thus we see,
the succession of crowns, in several countries,
places it on different heads, and he comes by
right of succession to be a prince in one place,
who would be a subject in another.

§. 95. If God, by his positive grant and re-
vealed declaration, first gave rule and dominion
to -any. man, he that will claim by that title,
must have the same positive grant of God for
his succession : for if that has not directed the
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course of its descent and conveyance down to
others, nobody can succeed to this title of the
first ruler. Children have no right of inheri-
tance in this; and primogeniture can lay no
claim to it, unless God, the author of this
constitution, hath so ordained it. Thus we
see, the pretensions of Saul’s family, who re-
ceived his crown from the immediate appoint-
ment of God, ended with his reign; and David,
by the same title that Saul reigned, viz. God’s
appojntment, succeeded in his throne, to the
exclusion of Jonathan, and all pretensions of
paternal inheritance: and if Solomon had a
right to succeed his father, it must be by some
other title, than that of primogeniture. A cadet,
or sister’s son, must have the preference in
succession, if he has the same title the first law-
ful prince bad: and in dominion that had its
foundation only in the positive appointment of
God himself, Benjamin, the youngest, must
have the inheritance of the crown, if God so
direct, as well as one of that tribe had the first
possession.

§. 96. If paternal right, the act of begetting,
give a man rule and dominzon, inheritance or
primogeniture can give no title: for he that
cannot succeed to his father’s title, which was
begetting, cannot succeed to that power over
his brethren, which his father had by paternal
right over them. But of this I shall have oc-
casion to say more in another place. This is
plain in the mean time, that any government,
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whether supposed to be at first founded in
paternal right, consent of the people, or the
positive appointment of God himself, which can
supersede either of the other, and so begin a
new government upon a new foundation ; I say,
any government began upon either of these,
can by right of succession come to those only,
who have the title of him they succeed to:
power founded on contract can descend only
_ to him, who has right by that contract: power
founded on begetting, he only can have that
begets; and power founded on the positive
grant or donation of God, he only can have by
right of succession, to whom that grant directs
1t.

§. 97. From what I have said, I think this is
clear, that a right to the use of the creatures,
being founded originally in the right a man has
to subsist and enjoy the conveniences of life ;
and the natural right children have to inherit
the goods of their parents, being founded in the
right they have to the same subsistence and
commodities of life, out of the stock of their
parents, who are -therefore taught by natural
love and tenderness to provide for them, as a
part of themselves; and all this being only for
the good of the proprietor, or heir; it can be
no reason for children’s inheriting of rule and
dominion, which has another original and a
different end. Nor can primogeniture have
any pretence to a right of solely inheriting
either property or power, as we shall, in its due
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place, see more fully. It is enough to have
- shewed here, that Adam’s property, or private
dominion, could not convey any sovereignty or
rule to his heir, who not having a right to in-
herit all his father’s possessions, could not
thereby come to have any sovereignty over his
brethren: and therefore, if any sovereignty on
account of his property had been vested in
Adam, which in truth there was not, yet it
would have died with him. -

§. 98. As Adam’s sovereignty, if, by virtue .
of being proprietor of the world, he had any
authority over men, could not have been in-
herited by any of his children over the rest,
because they had the same title to divide the
inheritance, and every one had a right to a
portion of his father’s possessions; so neither
could Adam’s sovereignty by right of fathker-
hood, if any such he had, descend to any one
of his children: for it being, in our author’s
account, a right acquired by begetting to rule
over those he had begotten, it was not a power
possible to be inherited, because the right being
consequent to, and built on, an act perfectly
personal, made that power so too, and impos-
sible to be inherited : for paternal power, being
a natural right rising only from the relation of
father and son, is as impossible to be inherited
as the relation itself; and @ man may pretend
as well to inherit the conjugal power the hus-
band, whose heir he is, had over his wife, as
he can to inherit the paternal power of a father
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over his children: for the power of the husband
being founded on contract, and the power of
the father on begetting, he may as well inherit
the power obtained by the conjugal contract,
which was only personal, as he may the power
obtained by begetting, which could reach no
farther than the person of the begetter, unless
“begetting can be a title to power in him that
does not beget.

§. 99. Which makes it a reasonable question
to ask, whether Adam, dying before Eve, his
heir, (suppose Cain or Seth) should have by
right of inheriting Adam’s fatherhood, sovereign
power over Eve his mother: for Adam’s father-
hood being nothing but a right he had to govern
his children, -because he begot them, he that
inherits Adam’s fatherhood, inherits nothing,
even in our author’s sense, but the right Adam
had to govern his children, because he begot
them : so that the monarchy of the heir would
not have taken in Eve; or if it did, it being
nothing but the fatherhood of Adam descended
by inheritance, the heir must have right to govern
Eve, because Adam begot her; for fatherhood
is nothing else.

§. 100. Perhaps it will be said with our
author, that a man can alien his power over
his child; and what may be transferred by
compact, may be possessed by inheritance. 1
answer, a father cannot alien the power he hus
over his child : he may perhaps 1o some degrees
forfeit it, but ¢ahnot transfer it; and if any
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other man acquire it, it is not by the father’s
grant, but by some act of his own. For ex-
ample, a father, naturally careless of his child,
sells or gives him to another man; and he
again exposes him; a third man finding him,
breeds .up, cherishes, and provides for him as
his own: I think in this case, nobody will
doubt, but that the greatest patt of filial duty
and subjection was here owing, and to be paid
to this foster-father; and if any thing could
be demanded from the child by either of the
other, it could only be due to his natural father,
who perhaps might have forfeited his right to
much of that duty comprehended in the com-
mand, Honour your parents, but could transfer
none of it to another. He that purchased, and
neglected the child, got by his purchase and
grant of the father, no title to duty or honour
from the child ; but only he acquired it, who by
his own authority, performing the office and care
of a father, to the forlorn and perishing infant,
made himself, by paternal care, a title to. pro-
portionable degrees of paternal power. This
will be more easily admitted upon consideration
of the nature of paternal power, for which I re-
fer my reader to the second book.

§. 101. To return to the argument in hand ;
this is evident, That paternal power arising
only from begetting, for in that our author
. places it alone, can neither be tranferred nor
¢nherited : and he that does not beget, can no
more have paternal power, which arises from
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thence, than he can have a right to any thing,
who performs not the condition, to which only
it is annexed. If one should ask, by what law
has a father power over his children? it will
be answered, no doubt, by the law of nature,
which gives such a power over them, to him
that begets them. If one should ask likewise,
by what law does our author’s heir come by a
right to inherit? I think it would be answered,.
by the law of nature too: for I find not that
our author brings one word of scripture to
prove the right of such an heir he speaks of.
Why then the law of nature gives fathers
paternal power over their children, because
they did beget them; and the same law of
nature gives the same paternal power to the
heir over his brethren, who did not beget them :
whence it follows, that either the father has not
his paternal power by begetting, or else that
the heir has it not at all; for it is hard to
understand how the law of nature, which is the
law of reason, can give the paternal power
to the father over his children, for the only
reason of begetting ; and to the first-born over
his brethren without this only reason, ¢. e. for
no reason at all: and if the eldest, by the law
of nature, can inherit this paternal power,
without the only reason that gives a title to it,
so may the youngest as well as he, and a
stranger as well ap either; for where there is
no reason for any one, as there is not, but for
hitn that begets, all have an equal title. T am
I
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sure our author offers no reason; and when
any body does, we shall see whether it w1ll
hold or no.

§. 102. In the mean. time it is as good sense
to say, that by the law of nature a man has
right to inherit the property of another, because
he is of kin to him, and is known to be of his
blood ; and therefore, by the same law of
nature, an utter stranger to his blood has right
to inherit hia estate ; as to say that, by the law:
of nature, he that begets them has paternal
power over his children, and therefore, by the
law of natute, the heir that begets them not,
has this paternal power over them; or suppos-
ing the law of the land gave absolute power
over their children, to such only who nursed
them, and fed their children themselves, could
any body pretend, that this law gave-any one,
who did no such thing, absolute power over
those, who were not his children ? '

§. 103. When therefore it can be shewed,

" that conjugal power can belong to him that.is
not an husband, it will also I believe be proved,
that our author’s paternal power, acquired by
begetting, may be inherited by a son ; and thag
a brother, as heir to his father’s power, may
have paternal power, over his brethren, and
by the same rule conjugal power too: but till
then, I think we may rest satisfied, that the
paternal power of Adam, this sovereign autho-
rity of fatherhood, were there any such, could
not descend to, nor be inherited by, his next
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heir. Fatherly power, 1 easily grant our author,
if it will do him any good, can never be lost,
because it will be as long in the world as there
are fathers: but none of them will have Adam’s
paternal power, or derive their's from him;
bat every one will have his own, by the same
title Adam had his, viz. by begetting, but not
by inheritance, or succession, no more than
husbands have their conjugal power by inheri-
tance from Adam. And thus we see, as Adam
hed no such preperty, no such paternal power,
as gave him sovereign jurisdiction over man-
kind; so likewise his sovereignty built upon
either of these titles, if he had any such, could
prot have descended to his heir, but must have
ended with him. Adam therefore, as has been
proved, being neither monarch, nor his imagi-
nary monarchy hereditable, the power which
is now in the world, is not that which was
Adam’s, since all that Adam could have upon
our author’s grounds, either of property or
fatherhood, necessarily died with him, and
could not be conveyed to posterity by inheri~
tence. In the next place we will consider,
whether Adam had any such heir, to inherit
his power, as our author talks of. ‘
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CHAPTER X.
Of the Heir to Adam’s Monarchical waer.

§. 104. Our author tells us, Observations, 253.
¢« That it is a truth undeniable, that there cannot
“ be any multitude of men whatsoever, either
¢ great or small, though gathered together from_
¢ the several corners and remotest regions of the
“ world, but that in the same multitude, con-
« gidered by itself, there is one man amongst
« them, that in nature hath a right to be king of
« all the rest, as being the next heir to Adam,
‘ and all the other subjects to him: every man
“ by nature is a king or a subject.”” And again,
p. 20. ¢ If Adam himself were still living, and
“ now ready to die, itis certain that there is one
‘“ man, and but one in the world, who is next
“ heir.””  Let this multitude of men be, if our
author pleases, all the princes upon the earth,
there will then be, by our author’s rule, one
. amongst them, that in nature hath a right to be
king of all the rest, as being the vight heir to
Adam ; an excellent way to establish the thrones
of princes, and settle the obedience of their
subjects, by setting up an hundred, or perhaps
a thousand titles (if there be so many princes
in the world) against any king now reigning,
each as good, upon our author’s grounds, as his
who wears the crown. If this right of kesr carry
any weight with it, if it be the ordinance of God,
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as our author seems to tell us, Observations, 244
must not all be subject to it, from the highest
to the lowest ? Can those who wear the name of
princes, without having the right of being heirs
to Adam, demand obedience from their subjects
by this title, and not be bound to pay it by the
same law? Either governments in the world
are not to be claimed, and held by this title of
Adam’s heir; and then the starting of it is to
no purpose, the being or not being Adam’s heir,
signities nothing as to the title of dominion : or
if it really be, as our author says, the true title
to government or sovereignty, the first thing to
be done, is to find out this true heir of Adam,
seat him in his throne, and then all the kings
and princes of the world ought to come and
resign up their crowns and sceptres to him, as
things that belong no more to them, than to any
of their subjects.

§. 105. For either this right in nature, of
Adam’s heir, to be king over all the race of
men, (for all together they make one multitude) .
is a right not necessary to the making of a
lawful king, and so there may be lawful kings
without it, and then kings’ titles and power
depend not on it; or else all the kings in the
world but one are not lawful kings, and so
have no right to obedience : either this title of
heir to Adam is that whereby kings hold their
crowns, and have a right to subjection from
their subjects, and then one only can have it,
and the rest being subjects can require no
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obedience from other men, who are but their
fellow-subjects ; or else it is not the title whereby
kings rule, and have a right to obedience from
their subjects, and then kings are kings without
it, and this dream of the natural sovereignty of
Adam’s heir is of no use to obedience and go-
vernment : for if kings have a right to. dominion,
and the obedience of their subjects, who are not,
nor can possibly be, heirs to Adam, what use
is there of such a title, when we are obliged to
obey without it? If kings, who are not heirs to
Adam, have no right to sovereignty, we are all
free, till our author, or any body for him, will
shew us Adam’s right heir. If there be but one
.heir of Adam, there can be but one lawful king
in the world, and nobody in conscience can be
obliged to obedience till it be resolved whe that
is; for it may be any one, who is not known to
be of a younger house, and all others have equal
titles., If there be more than one heir of Adam,
every one is his heir, and so every one has regal
power: for if two sons can be heirs together,
then all the sons are equally heirs, and so all
are heirs, being all sons, or sons’ sons of Adam.
Betwixt these two the right of heir cannot '
stand ; for by it either but one only man, or all
men are kings. Take which you please, it dis-
solves the bonds of government and obedience ;
since, if all men are heirs, they can owe obe-
dience to nobody ; if only one, nobody can be
obliged to pay obedience to him, till he be
known, and his title made out.
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CHAPTER XL
Who HEIR?

§. 106. The great question which in all
ages has disturbed mankind, and brought on
them the greatest part of those mischiefs which.
have ruined cities, depopulated countries, and
disordered the peace of the world, has been,
not whether there be power in the world, nor
whence it came, but who should have it. The
settling of this point being of no smaller mo-
ment than the security of princes, and the
peace and welfare of their estates and king-
doms, a reformer of politics, one would think,
should lay this sure, and be very clear in it:
for if this remain disputable, all the rest will be
to very little purpose; and the skill used in
dressing up power with all the splendour and
temptation absoluteness can add to it, without
shewing who has a right to have it, will serve
only to give a greater edge to man’s natural
ambition, which of itself is but too keen.. What
can this do but set men on the more eagerly to
scramble, and so lay a sure and lasting foun-
dation of endless contention and disorder,
instead of that peace and tranquillity; which
is the business of government, and the end of"
human society ? Lo

§. 107. This designation of the person our
author is more than ordinarily obliged to take
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care of, because he, affirming that the assign-
ment of civil power is by divine instilution, hath
made the conveyance as well as the power
itself sacred: so.that ne consideration, no act
or art of man, can divert it from that person,
to whom, by this divine right, it is assigned;
no necessity or contrivance can substitute
another person in his room: for if the assign-
ment of civil power be by divine institution, and
Adam’s Keir be he to whom it is thus assigned,
as in the foregoing chapter our author tells us,
it would be as much sacrilege for any one to
be king, who was not Adam’s heir, as it would
have been  amongst. the Jews, for any one to
have been priest, who had not been of Aaron’s
posterity : for not only the priesthood in general
being by divine institution, but the assignment
of it to the sole line and posterity of Aaron,
made it impossible to be enjoyed or exercised
by any one, but those persons who were the
offspring of Aaron: whose succession therefore
was carefully observed, and by that the persons
who had a right to the priesthood certainly
known, ‘

§. 108. Let us see then what care our author
bas taken, to make us know who is this heir,
who by divine institution has a right to be king
aver all men, The first account of him we meet
with is, p. 12. in these words: ¢ This sub-
¢ jection of children, being the fountain of all
“ regal authority, by the ordination of God him-
“ gelf; it follows, that civil power, not only in
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«“ general, is by divine institution, but even the
“ assignment of it, specifically to the eldest pa-
“rents,”’ Matters of such consequence as this is,
should be in plain words, as little liable, as might
be, to doubt or equivocation; and I think, if
language be capable of expressing any thing dis-
tinctly and. clearly, that of kindred, and the
several degrees of nearness of blood, is one. It
were therefore to be wished, that our author had
used a little more intelligible expressions here,
that ‘we might have better known who it is, to
whom the assignment of civil power is made by
divine institution ; or at least would have told us
what he meant by eldest parents : for 1 believe,
if land had been assigned or granted to him,
and the eldest parents of his family, he would
have thought it had needed an interpreter ; and
it would scarce have been known to whom it
next belonged.

§. 109. In propriety of speech, (and certainly
propriety of speech is necessary in a discourse
of this nature) eldest parents signifies either the
eldest men and women that have had children,
or those who have longest had issue; and then
our author’s assertion will be, that those fathers
and mothers, who have been longest in the
world, or longest fruitful, have by divine insti-
tution a right to civil power. If there be any
absurdity in this, our author must answer for
it: and if his meaning be different from my
explication, he is to be blamed, that he would
not speak it plainly. This 1 am sure, parents
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cannot signify heirs male, nor é/dest parents an
infant child : who yet may sometimes be the
true heir, if there can be butone. And we are
hereby still as much at a loss, who civil power
belongs to, notwithstanding this assignment by
"divene institution, as if there had been no such
assignment at all, or our author had said no-
thing of it. This of eldest parents leaving us
more in the dark, who by divire institution has
aright to civil power, than those who never
beard any thing at .all of keir, or descent, of
which our author is so full. And though the
chief matter of his writing be to teach obedience
to those, who have a right to it, which he tells
us is conveyed by descent, yet who those are,
to. whom this right by descent belongs, he
leaves, like the philosopher’s stone in politics,
out of the reach of any one to discover from
his writings.

§. 110. This obscurity cannot be imputed to
want of language in so great a master of style
as Sir Robert is, when he is resolved with
himself what he would say: and therefore, I
fear, finding how hard it would be to settle
rules of descent by institution, and how little
it would be to his purpose, or conduce to the
clearing and establishing the titles of princes,
if .such rules of descent were settled, he chose
rather to content himself with doubtful and
general terms, which might make no ill sound
in men’s ears, who were willing to be pleased
with them, rather than offer any clear rules of



OF GOVERNMENT. 1238

descent of this fatherhood of Adam, by which
men’s consciences might be satisfied to whom
it descended, and know the persons who had
a right to regal power, and with it to their
obedience.

§. 111. How else is it possible, that laying
so much stress, as he does, upon descent, and
Adam’s herr, next heir, true heir, he should
never tell us what Aeir means, nor the way. to
know who the next or true heir is? This, I do
not remember, he does any where expressly '
handle ; but, where it comes in his way, very
warily and doubtfully touches; though it be
sa necessary, that without it all lecourses of
government and obedience upon his' principles
would be to no purpose, and fatherly power,
never so well made out, will be of no use to
any body. Hence "he tells us, Observations,
244. ¢ That not only the constitution of power
“ in general, but the limitation of it to one kind,
“ (i.-e.) monarchy, and the determination of it to
* the individual person and line of Adam, are all
“ three ordinances of God ; neither Eve nor her
“ children could either limit Adam’s power, or
¢ join others with him ; and what was given unto
“ Adam was given in his person to his posterity.’*
Here again our author informs us, that the
divine ordinance, hath limited the descent of
Adam’s ‘monarchical power. To whom? Tb
Adawm’s line and posterity, says our author. A
notable limitation, a limitation to all mankind 2
for if our author can find any one amongst
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mankind, that is not of the line and postersty
of Adam, he may perhaps tell him, who this
next heir of Adam is: but for us, I despair
how this lmitation of Adam’s empire to his
line and posterity will help us to find out one
heir. This lmitation indeed of our author
‘will save those the labour, who would look for
him amongst the race of brutes, if any such
there were; but. will very little contribute to
the discovery of one mext heir amongst men,
though it make a short and easy determination
of the question about the descent of Adam’s
regal power, by telling us, that the &ne .and
_posterity of Adam is to have it, that is, in plain
English, any one may have it, since there is
no person living that hath not the title of being
of the line and posterity of Adam ; and while
it keeps there, it keeps within our author’s
limitation by God’s ordinance. Indeed, p. 19.
he tells us, that ¢ such heirs are not only, lords
s of their own children, but of their brethren ;”’
whereby, and by the words following, which
we shall consider anon, he seems to insinuate,
that the eldest son is keir; but he no where,
that I know, says it in direct words, but by the
instances of Cain and Jacob, that there follow,
we may allow this to be so far his opinion
concerning heirs, that where there are divers
~children, the eldest son has the right to be &esr.
That primogeniture cannot give any title to
paternal power, we have already shewed.
That a father may have a natural right to



OF GOVERNMENT. 125

some kind of power over his children, is easily
granted; but that an elder brother has so over
his brethren, remains to be proved: God or
nature has not any where, that I know, placed
such jurisdiction in the first-born; nor can
reason find any such natural superiority amongst
brethren. The law of Moses gave a double
portion of the goods and possessions to the
eldest; but we find not any where that na-
turally, or by God’s institution, superiority or
dominion belonged to him, and the instances
there brought by our author are but slender
proofs of a right to civil power and dominion
in the first-born, and do rather shew the
contrary.

§. 112. His words are in the foreclted place :
“ And therefore we find God told Cain of his
“ brother Abel: his desire shall be subject unto
“ thee, and thou shalt rule over him.” To
which I answer,

1. These words of God to Cain, are by many
interpreters, with great reason, understood in a
quite different sense than what our author uses
them in.

2. Whatever was meant by them, it could
not be, that Cain, as elder, had a natural do-
minion over Abel ; forthe words are conditional,
If thou dost well: and so personal to Cain:

“and whatever was signified by them, did de~
pend on his carriage, and not follow his birth-
right; and therefore could by no means be
an establishment of dominion in the first-born
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in general : for before this Abel had his distinet
territories by right of private domimnion, as our
author himself confesses, Observations, 210,
which he could not have had to the prejudice
of the heir’s title, #f by divine institution; Cain
as heir were to inherit all his father’s dominion.

8. If this were intended by God as the char+
ter of primogeniture, and the grant of dominion
to elder brothers in general as such, by right
of inheritance, we might expect it should have
included all his brethren: for we may well
suppose, Adam, from whom the world was to
be peopled, had by this time, that these were
grown up to be men, more sons than these
two : whereas Abel himself is not so much
named; and the words in the original ecan
scarce, with any good construction, be apphed
to him.

4. It is too much to build a doctrine of so
mighty consequence upon so doubtful and
obscure a place of scripture, which may .be
well, nay better, understood in a quite dif-
ferent sense, and so can be but an ill proof,
being as doubtful as the thing to be proved
by it; especially when there is nothing else in
scripture or reason to be found, that favours o
supports it.

§. 118. Itfollows, p. 19. « Accordmgly when
“ Jacob bought his brother’s birth-right, Isaac
¢ blessed him thus; Be lord over thy brethren,
% and let the sons of thy mother bow before thee.”
Another instance, I take it, brought by our
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author to evince dominjon due to birth-righ,
and an admirable one it is: for it must be no
ordinary way of reasoning in a man, that is
pleading for .the natural power of kings, and
sgainst all .compact, to bring for proof of it,
an example, where his own account of it founds
all the right upon compact, and settles empire
in the younger brother, unless buying and selling
be no compact; for he tells us, when Jacob
bought his brother’s birth-right. But passing
by that, let us consider the history itself, what
use our author makes of it, and we shall find
these following mistakes about it.

1. That our author reports this, as if Isaac
had given Jacob this blessing, immediately upon
his purchasing the birth-right; for he says,
when Jacob bought, Isaac blessed him; which
is plainly otherwise in the scripture: for it
appears, there was a distance of time between,
and if we will take the story in the order it
lies, it must be no small distance; all Isaac’s
sojourning in Gerar, and transactions with
Abimelech, Gen. xxvi. coming between; Re-
becea being then beautiful, and consequently
young; but Isaac, when he blessed Jacob,. was
old and decrepit; and Esau also complains of
Jacob, Gen. xxvii. 36.. that two times he bhad
supplanted him; He took away iy birth-right,
says he, and behold now he hath taken. away my
blessing ; words that, I think, signify distance of
time and difference of action.

2. Another mistake of our author’s is, that



128 , OF GOVERNMENT.

he supposes Isaac gave Jacob the blessing, and
bid him be lord over his brethren, because he
bad the birth-right; for our author brings this
example to prove, that he that has the birth-
right, has thereby a right to be lord over his
brethren. Baut it is also manifest by the text,
that Isaac had no consideration of Jacob’s
having bought the birth-right; for when he
blessed him, he considered him not as Jacob,
but took him for Esau. Nor did Esau under-
stand any such connexion between birth-right
and the blessing ; for he says, He hath supplant-
ed me these two times; he took away my birth-
right, and behold now he hath taken away my
blessing : whereas had the blessing,. which was
to be lord over his brethrem, belonged to the
birth-right, Esau could not have complained of
this second, as a cheat, Jacob having got nothing
but what Esau had sold him, when he sold him
his birth-right; so that it is plain, dominion, .if
these words signify it, was not understood to be-
long to the birth-right.

§. 114, And that in those days of the pa-
triarchs; dominion was not understood to be
the right of the heir, but only a greater portion
of goods, is plain from Gen. xxi. 10. for Sarah,
taking Isaac to be heir, says, « Cast out this
¢ bondwoman and her son, for the son of this
“ bondwoman shall not be heir with my son:”’
whereby could be meant nothing, but that he
-should not have a pretence to an equal share
of his father’s estate after his death, but should



OF GOVERNMENT. 129

have his portion presently, and be gone. Ac-
cordingly we read, Gen. xxv. 5, 6. ¢ That
“ Abraham gave all he had unto Isaac, but unto
“ the sons of the concubines which Abraham
“ had, Abraham gave gifts, and sent them away
“ from Isaac his son, while he yet lived.”” That
is, Abraham having given portions to all his.
other sons, and sent thein away, that which he
had reserved, being the greatest part of his sub-
stance, Isaac as heir possessed after his death:
but by being heir, he had no right to be lord
over his brethren; for if he had, why should
Sarah endeavour to rob him of one of his sub-

Jects, or lessen the number of his slaves, by
desiring to have Ishmael sent away ?

- §. 115, Thus, as under the law, the privi-
lege of birth-right was nothing but a double
portion: so we see that before Moses, in the
patriarchs’ time, from whence our author pre-
tends to take his model, there was no know-
ledge, no thought, that birth-right gave rule
or empire, paternal or kingly authority, to any
one over his brethen. If this be not plain
enough in the story of Isaac and Ishmael, he
that will look into 1 Chron. v. 12. may read
these words : * Reuben was the first-born ; but
“ forasmuch as he defiled his father’s bed, his
“ birth-right was given unto the sons of Joseph,
“ the.son of Israel : and the genealogy is not to
“ be reckoned after the birth-right ; for Judah
“ prevailed above his brethren, and of him came
“the chief ruler; but the birth-right was

K
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« Joseph’s.”” What this birth-right was, Jacob
blessing Joseph, Gen. xlviii. 22. telleth ws in
these words: “ Moreover I have given thee one
¢ portion above thy brethren, which I took eut
“ of the hand of the Amorite, with my swerd
“ and with my bow.”” ‘Whereby it is not only
plain, that the birth-right wae nothing but a
double portion; but the text in Chronicles is
express against our author’s doctrine, and shews
that dominion was no part of the birth-right;
for it tells us, that Joseph had the bivtheright,
but Judah the dominion. Omne would think
our author were very fond of the very name of
birth-right,- when he brings this instance of
Jacob and Esau, to prove that domlmon be}ongs
1o the heir over his brethren.
-+ §. 116. 1. Because it will be but an vll ex-
ample to prove, that dominion by God’s ordi-
nation belonged to the eldest son, because
Jacob the youngest here had it, let him come
by it how he would: for if it prove any thing,
it can only prove, against our author, that the
assignment of dominion to the eldest is not by
devine emsittution, which would then be unaltter-'
able: for .if: by the law of God, or wature,
absolute power and empire . belongs ‘ to -the
eldest son and his heirs, so that they are su-
preme monarchs, and all the rest of their
brethren slaves, our author gives us reason-to
doubt whether the eldest son has a power to
part with it, to the prejudice of his posterity,
since he tells us, Observations, 158. * That in
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« grants and gifts that have their original from
“ God or nature, no inferior power of min can
“ limit or make any law of prescription against
“then.”

§. 117. 2. Because this place, Gen. xxvii.
29. brought by our author, concerns not at all
'the dominion of one brother over the other, nor
the subjeétion of Bsau to Jacob: for it is plaih
in the history, that Esau was never subject to
Jacob, but lived apart in mount Seir, where he
founded a distiict people and government,
and was himself prince over them, as much as
Jacob was in his own family. This text, if
considered, can never bé understood of Esau
himself, or the personal dominion of Jacob over
him: for the words brethren aiid sons of thy
mother, could not be used literally by Isasc,
who knew Jacob had only one brother; and
these words are so far froti being true in a
literal -sénse, or establishing any domtinion in
Jacob over Esau, that in the story we find the
lquite contrary, for Gen. xxxii. Jacob several
times calls Esau lord, and hiniself His servant;
and Gen. xxxiii. -he bowed Aimself seven times
to the ground to Esai. Whether Esau then
were a subject and vassal (nay, as our author
tells us; all subjects are slaves) to Jacob, and
Jacob his sovereign prinée by birth-right, I leave
the reader to judge; and to believe if he can,
that these words of Isaac, * Be lord over thy
¢ brethren, and let thy mother’s sohs bow ddwn
“to'thee,”’ confirmed Jatob in d sovét€ighty over
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Esau, upon the account of the birth-right he
had got from him.

§. 118. He that reads the story of Jacob and
Esau, will find there was never any jurisdiction
or authority, that either of them had over the
other after their father’s death : they lived with
the friendship and equality of brethren, neither
dord, neither slave to his brother ; but indepen-
dent each of other, were both heads of their
distiact families, where they received no laws
from one another, but lived separately, and
were the roots out of which sprang two distinct
people under two distinct governments. This
blessing then of Isaac, whereon our author
would build the dominion of the elder brother,
signifies no more, but what Rebecca had been
told from God, Gen. xxv. 238. *“ Two nations
‘ are in thy womb, and two manner of people
¢ ghall be separated from thy bowels, and the
‘ one people shall be stronger than the other
¢ people, and the elder shall serve the younger;
«¢ and so Jacob blessed Judah,”’ Gen. xlix. and
gave him the sceptre and dominion, from whence
our author might have argued as well, that
jurisdiction and dominion belongs to the third
son over his brethren, as well as from this
blessing ‘of Isaac, that it belonged to Jacob:
both these places contain only predictions of
what should long after happen to their poste-
rities, and not any declaration of the right of
inheritance to dominion in either. And thus
we have our author’s two great and only argu-
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ments to prove, that heirs are lords over their
brethren. '

1. Because God tells Cain, Gen. iv. that
however sin might set upon him, he ought or
might be master of it: for the most learned in-
terpreters understood the words of sin, and not
of Abel, and give so strong reasons for it, that
nothing ean convincingly be inferred from so
doubtful a text, to our author’s purpose.

2. Beeause in this of Gen. xxvii. Isaac fore-
tels that the Israelites, the posterity of Jacob,
should have dominion over the Edomites, the
posterity of Esau; therefore says our author,
heirs are lords of their brethren: 1 leave any
one to judge of the conclusion.

§. 119. And now we see how our author
has provided for the descending, and convey-
ance down of Adam’s monarchical power, or
paternal dominion to posterity, by the inhe-
ritance of his Aeir, succeeding to all his father’s
authority, and becoming upon his death as
.much lord as his father was, not only over his
own children, but over his brethren, and all
descended from his father, and so n infinitum.
But yet who this heir is, he does not once tell
us; and all the light we have from him in this
so fundamental a point, is only, that in his in-
stance of Jacob, by using the word birth-right,
as that which passed from Esau to Jaecob, he
leaves us to guess, that by heir, he means the
eldest son ; though I do not remember he any
where mentions expressly the title of the first-
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born, - but gll along keeps himgelf under the
shelter of the irdefinite term Aeir. But taking
it to be hig meaning, that the. eldest spn. is heir,
(for if the eldest be nat, there will be no pre-
tence why the sons should not be all Aeins
glike) and so by right of primogeniture hag
dominion ovesr his brethren ; this is but ane step
towards the settlement of sugcession, and, the
difficulties yemain siill as much ag ever, till--hp
cap shew us who is meant by right heir, iin. all
those cases which may happen, where the preseny
possessof bath no sop. This he silently passas
over, and perhaps Wisely. too: for what cag, be
wiser, after one hag affirmed, that * the person
« having that power, ag well ag the power, and
« form of government, is, the, ordinance of: God,
« and by diving institution,” vid. Qbservations,
254. p..13. than to be careful, nat to start apy,
question, congcerping the person, the resojution
whereof will certainly lead, him, into a comfes
sion, that God and patuyre hath, determined
pathing ahout him 2 And, if our aythor. canno
shew who by right of nature, or. a ¢lear. positive
law of God, has the next right ta ipherit the
dominjon of this natural monarch he. has been
at such pajns sbout, when he, died without a
son, he might have spared his pains in all the
rest, it being more necessary for the. settling
men’s. consciences, and determiping. their sub;
jectiop, and allegiance, to shew them who by
original right, syperior and antecedent to the
will, or any act of men, hath a title to this
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paternad: yurisdiction, than it is to shew that by
nature there was such a jurisdiction; it being
to no: purpose for me to know there is such a
patarnal power, which I ought, and am dis-
posed to aobey, unless, where there are many
pretenders, I also kmow the. person: that ‘i
rightfully invested and endowed with it.

§.. 120. For the main matter in question
being concerning the duty of my obedience; and
the:obligation of conscience I am under to pay
it to him that is of right my lord and ruler, ¥
must know the person that this right of paten-
pal -power resides in, and so impowers. him to
claim. obedience from me : for let it be true what
he.says,. p. 12. ¢ That civil power net only in
«.general is.by divine institution, but: even the
“ agsignment of it specially to the eldest pa-
“.rents;”’ and Observations, 254. ¢ That not only
“ the power, or right of government, but.the form
“ of the power of governing, and the persen
“ hawing that power, are all the ordinance of
“ God;” yet-unless he shewus:in all cases, who
i8 this: person ordained by God, who is this.eldast
parent ;- all his abstract notions of monarchical
power. will signify just nothing, when they. are’
to be reduced to practice, and men are conn
scientiously to pay their obedience: for paternal
Jurisdiction being not the thing to be obeyed
because it cannot command; but is only that
which gives one man a right which another
hath not, and if it come by inheritance, another
man cannot have, to. command and be obeyed ;
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it is ridiculous to say, I pay obedience to the
paternal power, when 1 obey him, to whom
paternal power gives no right to my obedience:-
for he can have no divineright to my obedience,
who cannot shew his divine right to the power
of ruling over me, as well as that by divine
right there is such a power in the world.

§. 121. And hence not being able to make
out any prince’s title to government, as heir to
Adam, which therefore is of no use, and had
been better let alone, he is fain to resolve all
into present possession, and make civil obe-
dience as due to an usurper, as to a lawful
king ; and thereby the usurper’s title as good. -
His words are, Observations, 253. and they de-
serve to be remembered: ¢ If an usurper dis-
« possess the true heir, the subject’s obedience to
« the fatherly power must go along, and wait
“ upon God’s providence.” But 1 shall leave
his title of usurpers to be examined in its due
place, and desire my sober reader to consider
what thanks princes owe such politics as this,
which can suppose paternal power (i. e.) a right
to government in the hands of a Cade, or a
Cromwell; and so all obedience being due to.
paternal power, the obedience. of subjects will
be due to them, by the same right, and upon
as good grounds, as it is to lawful princes;
and yet this, as dangerous a doctrine as it is,
must necessarily follow from making all politi-
cal power to be nothing else, but Adam’s pa-
ternal power by right and divine institution,
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descending from him without being able to shew
to whom it descended, or who is heir to it.

§. 122. To settle government in the world,
and to lay obligations to obedience on any
man’s conscience, it is necessary (supposing
with our author that all power be nothing but
the being possessed of Adam’s fatherhood) to
satisfy him, who has a right to this power, this
Jatherhood, when the possessor dies without
sons to succeed immediately to it, as it was to
tell him, that upon the death of the father, the
eldest son had a right to it: for it is still to be
remembered, that the great question is, (and
that which our author would be thought to
contend for, if he did not sometimes forget it)
what persons have a right to be obeyed, and
not whether there be a power in the world,
which is to be called paternal, without knowing
in whom it resides: for so it be a power, . e.
right to govern, it matters not, whether it be
termed paternal or regal, natural or acquired ;
whether you call it supreme fatherhood, or su-
preme brotherhood, will be all one, provided we
know who has it.

§.1238. 1 go on then to ask, whether in thez
inheriting of this paternal power, this supreme
Jatherhood, the grandson by a daughter hath a
right before a nephew by a brother? Whether
the grandson by the eldest son, being an infant,
before the younger son, a man and able?
Whether- the daughter before the uncle ? or any
other man, descended by a male line? Whether
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a grandson by a young daughter, before a
grand-daughter by an, elder daughter ? Whether
the elder spon by a concubine, before a younger
son by a wife? From whence also will arige
many. guestions of legitimation, and what in
nature. is the difference betwixt a wife and a
concubine ? for as to the municipal or- positive
laws of men, they can signify nothing here.
It. may farther be asked, Whether the eldest
son, - being a fool, shall inherit this paternal
power, before the younger, a wise man ? and
what degree of folly: it must be that shall ex-
clyde him 2 and who shall be judge of it?
¢ Whether , the - son of; a fool, excluded for his
folly, before the son of his wise brother who
reigned ? Who has the paternal power whilss
the widow-queen is with child by the deceased
king, and nobody knows whether it will be a
son or a daughter 2 Which shall be heir of the
two male-twins, who by the dissection, of the
mother were laid open to the world ? Whether
a sister by the half blood, before a brother’s
daughter by the whole blood ?

§. 124. These, and many more such doubts,
might, be proposed about the titles of succes-
sion, and the right of inheritance ; and that not
as idle speculstions, but such as in history we
shall find have concerned the inheritance of
crowns and kingdoms ; and if ours want them,
we need not go farther for famous examples of
it, than the other kingdom in this very island,
which. having been fully related by the ingenious
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and. leasned author. of Ratriercha non: Monar-
~ chay L.need say vo wmose -ofi. Tilk our author
hath tesol,ved 3}l thg donhts that may arise
about the next heir, and shewed that they. are
pheinly - determined by the.law of nature, or the
reveslad law. of (iod, all. his suppositions of a
wmopnarchigal, absolute, sypreme, paternal power
in Adam, and the descent of that power to. hig.
beiss, would.pot 'be of the least use to establish
th%authomy, or inake out the title, of any.one
prince now .on earth ; but would rather unsettle
and bring all into question : for- let our author -
tell us as-long as he pleases, and let all - men
- believe it tgo, that Adam. had a paternal, and
thereby 8 monarchical power.; that this. (the
oply. power in the world) descended to his. heiss ;:
and that there is no other power in the world
byt. this : let. this be all as clear.demonstration,
as it is, mapifest error, yet if it be not past
doubs, to -whow this paternal power descends,
and whose. now it.is, nobody can be under any
obligation of ohedienge, unless any one will say,
thag 1 am boundi:to, pay. obedience. to paternal
povier in a, man who has no. more paternal powen,
than I myselfs;, which is all one. as to. say, b
obey 3 man, because he. has: a right to govern;
and if ] be asked, how, & know he has a right to
govern, I should, answer, it capnot be known,
that he, has. any.at ali: for that cannot be the
reason. of my. obedience, which I know. not. to be-
80 ; much less can that be a reason of my obe-
dience, which nobody at all can know to be.so.
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§.125. And therefore all this ado abeut
Adam’s fatherhood, the greatness of its power,
and the necessity of its supposal, helps nothing
to establish the power of those that govern, or
to determine the obedience of subjects who
are to obey, if they cannot tell whom they are
to obey, or it cannot be known who are to
govern, and who to obey. In the state the
world is now, it is irrecoverably ignorant, who
is Adam’s heir. This fatherhood, this monar-
chical power of Adam, descending to his heirs,
would be of no more use to the government of
mankind, than it would be to the quieting of
men’s consciences, or securing their healths, if
our author had assured them, that Adam had
a power to forgive sins, or cure diseases, which
by divine institution descended to his Aesr,
whilst this heir is impossible to be known.
And should not he do as rationally, who upon
this assurance of our author went and confessed
“his sins, and expected a good absolution; or
took physic with expectation of health, from
any one who had taken on himself the name of
priest or physician, or thrust himself into
those employments, saying, I acquiesce in the
absolving power descending from Adam, or I
shall be cured by the medicinal power descend-
ing from Adam; as he who says, I submit to
and obey the paternal pewer descending from
Adam, when it is confessed all these powers de-
scend only to his single heir, and that heir
is unknown.
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§. 126. It is true, the civil lawyers have
pretended to determine some of these cases
concerning the succession of princes ; but by
our author’s principles, they have meddled in
a matter that belongs not to them : for if all
political power be derived only from Adam,
and be to descend only to his successive heirs,
by the ordinance of God and divine institution,
this is a right antecedent and paramount to-all
government; and therefore the positive laws of
men cannot determine that which is itself the
foundation of all law and government, and is
to .receive its rule only from the law of God
and nature. And that being silent in the case,
I am apt to think there is no such right to be
conveyed this way: 1 am sure it would be to
no purpose if there were, and men would be
more at a loss concerning government, and
obedience to governors, than if there were no
such right ; since by positive laws and compact,
which divine. institution (if there be any) shuts
out, all these endless inextricable doubts can
be safely provided against : but it can never be
understood, how a divine natural right, and
that of such moment as is all order and peace
in the world, should be conveyed down to
posterity,' without any plain, natural, or divine
rule concerning it. And there would be an
end of all civil government, if the assignment
of civil power were by divine institution to the
heir, and yet by that divine snstitution the per-.
son of the heir could not be known. This
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phttrnal regal power being by divine right only
his, it leaves no room for human prudence, or
consént, to place it any where else; forif only
bne man hath a divine right to the obedience of
inankind, nobody can claim that obedience,
but he that can shew that right; nor.can men’s
consciences by any other pretence be obliged to
+ it, And thus this doctrine cuts up all goverh-
Wit by the roots.

- §. 127. Thus we see how our author, laymg
it for a sure foundation, that the Vety person
that is to rule, is the ordinance of God, and by
ditine institution, tells us at large, only that
this person is the &eir, but who this heir is, he
leaves wus to guess; and so this divine institu-
tion, which assigns it to a person whom we
have no rule to know, is just as good as an
assigntient to nobody at all. But, whatever
our -author does, divine institution makeés no
stich ridiculous assignments: nor can God be
supposed to make it a sacred law, that one
certain person should have a right to some-
thing, and yet not give rules to mark out, and
khow that person’ by, of give an heir a divine
right to' power, and yet not point dut who that
feir is. It is rather to be thought, that an Aeir
hdd no such right by divine snstitution, than
that God should give such a right to the Aefr,
but yet leave it doubtful and undetermindble
who such heir is.

- 8. 128. If God had given the land of Canaan
to' Abraham, and in general terms to some-
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body after him, without 'waming his seed,
whereby it ‘might ‘be- known who that some-
body was, it ‘would have been as good and
useful an assighment to detetmihe the: right
w the land of Canaan, as it ‘wonld be ‘the de-
termining the right of ¢rowns, to give empire
to -Adam and his successive heirs aftér him,
without telling who his heir is: for the word
heii without a rule to know who it is, signifies
no more than somebody, I' know -iot. whom.
God making it a divine insfitution, that men
should mot .marry those who were near of kn,
thinks it not enough to say, None of you shall”
approach to any that is near of kin to him, to
uncover their nakedness; but moreover, gives
rales to know who are those near of fin, for-
bidden by divine institution; or else that law
would have been of no ute, it being to no
purpose to lay restraint, or give privileges to
men, in such general terms, as the patticulat
person - concerned cannot be known by. But
Géd not having any where said, the next heir
shall inherit all his father’s estate ot dominion,
we are not to wonder, that tre hath no where
appointed who that heir should be: for never
having intended any such thing, néver designed
any heir in that sense, we cannot expect hé
should any where nominate, or appoint any
person to it, as we might, had it been otherwisé.
And therefore in scripture, though the word
heir occur, yet there is no such thing as heir
in our author’s sense, one that was by right of
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nature to inherit all that his father had, exclu-
sive of his brethren.. Hence Sarah supposes,
that if Ishmael staid in the house, to share.in
Abraham’s estate after his death, this son of
a bond-woman might be heir with Isaac; and
therefore, says she, ¢ cast out this bond-woman
‘“ and her son, for the son of this bond-woman
¢ ghall not be heir with my son :’’ but this can-
not excuse our author, who telling us there is;
in every number of men, one who is right and
next hkeir to Adam, ought to have told us what
the laws of descent are; but he having been so
sparing to instruct us by rules, how to know
who is Aeir, let us see in the next place, what
his history out of scripture, on which he pre-
tends wholly to build his government, give us in
this necessary and fundamental point.

§. 129. Our author, to make good the title
of his book, p. 13. begins his history of the
descent of Adam’s regal power, p. 13. in these
words : *“ This lordship which Adam by com-
“ mand had over the whole world, and by right
¢ descending from him, the patriarchs did enjoy,
“ was a large,”” &c. How does he prove that the
patriarch by descent did enjoy it ? for *dominion
« of life and death,’’ says he, ¢ we find Judah the
¢ father pronounced sentence of death against
« Thamar his daughter-in-law for playing the
« harlot,”’ p.13. How does this prove that Judah
had absolute and sovereign authority ? Ae pro-
nounced sentence of death. The pronouncing
of sentence of death is not a certain mark of
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sovereignty, but usually the office of inferior
magistrates. ‘ The power of making laws of
life and death is indeed a mark of sovereignty,
but pronouncing the sentence according to
those laws may be done by others; and there-
fore this will but ill prove that he had sovereign
authority : as'if one should say, Judge Jefferies
pronounced sentence of death in the late times,
therefore Judge Jefferies had sovereign autho-
rity. But it will be said, Judah did it not by
commission from another, and therefore did
it in his own right. Who knows whether he
had any right at all? Heat of passion might
carry him to do that which he had no authority
to do. Judah had dominion of lLife and death :
how does that appear? He exercised it, he
pronounced sentence of death against Thamar:
our author thinks it is very good proof, that
because he did it, therefore he had a right to
do it: he lay with her also: by the same way
of proof, he had a right to do that too. If the
consequence be good from doing to a right

of doing, Absalom too may be reckoned

amongst our author’s sovereigns, for he pro-
nounced such a sentence of death against -his
brother Amnon, and much upon a like occasion,
and had it executed too, if that be sufficient to
prove a dominion of life and death.

But allowing this all to be clear demonstra-
tion of sovereign power, who was it that had
this lordship by right descending to him from
Adam, as large and ample as the absolutest

L
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dominion of any monarch? Judah, says our
author,. Judah, a younger son of Jacob, his
father and elder brethren living ; so that if our
author’s own proof be to be taken, a younger
brother may, in the life of his father and elder
brothers, by right of descent, enjoy Adam’s
monarchical power ; and if one so qualified may
be monarch ,by descent, why may not every
man ? If Judah, his father and elder brother
living, were one of Adam’s heirs, I know not
who can be excluded from -this inheritance ; all
men by inheritance may be monarchs as well as
Judah.

§. 180. ¢ Touching war, we see that Abraham
“ commanded an army of three hundred and
¢ eighteen soldiers of his own family, and Esau
¢« met his brother Jacob with four hundred men
“ at arms: for matter of peace, Abraham made
“ a league with Abimelech,” &c. p.13. Is it
not possible for a man to have three hundred and
eighteen men in his family, without being heir
to Adam? A planter in the West Indies has
more, and might, if he pleased, (who doubts ?)
muster them up and lead them out against the
Indians, to seek reparation upon any injury
received from them; and all this without the
absolute dominion of a monarch, descending to
him from Adam. Would it not be an ad-
mirable argument to prove, that all power by
God’s institution descended from Adam by
inheritance, and that the very person and
power of this planter were the ordinance of God,
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because he had power in his family over ser-
vants, born in his house, and bought with his
money ? For this was just Abraham’s case;
those who were rich in the patriarch’s days,
as in the West Indies now, bought men and
maid servants ; and by their increase, as well
as purchasing of new, came to have large and
numerous families, \v'vhich though they made
use of in war or peace, can it be thought the
power they had over them was an inheritance
descended from Adam, when it was the pur-
chase - of their money ? A man’s riding in an
" expedition against an enemy, his horse bought
in.a fair, would be as good a proof that the
owner enjoyed the lordship which -Adam by
command had over the wholé world, by right
of. descending ta him, as Abraham’s leading out
the servants of his family is, that the: patriarcks
enjoyed this lordship by descent from Adam':
since the title to the power, the master had in
both cases, whether over slaves or horses, was
only from his purchase; and the getting a do-
minion over any thing by bargain and money, is
a new. way of proving one had it by descent and
inheritance.

§. 131. But making war and peace.are marks
of sovereignty. Let it be so in politic socie-
ties: may not therefore a man in the West
Indies, who hath with him sons of his own,
friends, or companions, soldiers under pay, or
. slaves bought with money, or perhaps a band
made up all of these, make war and peace, if
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there should be occasion, and ratify the articles
too with an oath, without being a sovereign, an
absolute king over those who went with him?
He that says he cannot, must then allow many
masters of ships, many private planters, to be
absolute monarchs, for as much as this they
have done. War and peace cannot be made
for politic societies, but by the supreme power
of such societies; because war and peace,
giving a different motion to the force of such a
politic body, none can make war or peace, but
that ‘which has the direction of the force of the
whole body, and that in politic soeieties-is only
the supreme power. In voluntary societies for
the time, he that has such a power by consent,
may make war and peace, and so may a single
man for himself, the state of war not consisting
in the number of partisans, but the enmity of
the parties, where they have no superior to
appeal to.

§. 182. The actual making of war or peace,
is no proof of any other power, but only of
disposing those to exercise or cease acts of
enmity for whom he makes it ; and this power
in many cases any one may have without any
politic supremacy: and therefore the making
of war or peace will not prove that every one
that does so is a politic ruler, much less a king ;
for then commonwealths must be kings too,
for they do as certainly make war and peace as
monarchical government.

§. 133. But granting this a mark of sove-
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reignty in Abraham, is it a proof of the descent
to him of Adam’s sovereignty over the whole
world? If it be, it will surely be as good a
“proof of the descent of Adam’s lordship to
others too. And then commonwealths, as
well as Abraham, will be heirs of Adam, for
they make war and peace, as well as he. If
you say, that the lordship of Adam doth not by
right descend to commonwealths, though they
make war and peace, the same say I of Abra-
ham, and then there is an end of your argu-
ment : if you stand to your argument, and say
those that do make war and peace, as com-
monwealths do without doubt, do inbherit
Adam’s lordship, there is an end of your mo-
narchy, unless you will say, that common-
wealths by descent emjoying Adam’s lordship
are monarchies; and that indeed would be a
new way of making all the governments in the
world monarchical.

§. 134. To give our author the honour of
this new invention, for 1 confess it is not I have
first found it out by tracing his principles, and
so charged it on him, itis fit my readers know
that (as absurd as it may seem) he teaches it
himself, p. 23. where he ingenuously says, * In
¢« all kingdoms and commonwealths in the world,
¢« whether the prince be the supreme father of the
¢ people, or but the true heir to such a father, or
¢ come to the crown by usurpation or election, or
*“ whether some few or a multitude govern the
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‘“ commonwealth ; yet still the authority that is
“ in any one, or in many, or in all these, is the
« only right, and natural authority of a supreme
« father;”” which right of fatherhood, he often
tells us, is regal and royal authority ; as particu-
larly, p. 12. the page immediately preceding this
instance of Abraham. This regal authority, he
says, those that govern commonwealths have;
and if it be true, that regal and royal authority be
in those that govern commonwealths, it is as
true thit commonwealths ~are governed by
kings; for if regal authority be in him that go-
verns, he that governs must needs be a king,
and so all commonwealths are nothing but
downright monarchies ;  and then what need
any more ado about the matter? The govern-
ments of the world are as they should be, there
is nothing but monarchy in it. This, without
doubt, was the surest way our "author could
have found, to turn all other governments, but
monarchical, out of the world.

§. 135. But all this scarce proves Abraham
to have been a king as heir to Adam. If by
inheritance he had been king, Lot, who was
of the same family, must needs have been his
subject, by that title, before the servants in his
family ; but we see they lived as friends and
equals, and when their herdsmen could not
agree, there was no pretence of jurisdiction or
superiority between them, but they parted by
consent, Gen. xiti. hence he is called both by
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Abraham, and by the text, Abraham’s brother,
the name of friendship and equality, and not of
jurisdiction and authority, though he werereally
but his nephew. And if our author knows that
Abraham was Adam’s heir, and a king, it was
more, it seems, than Abraham himself knew,
or his servant whom he sent a wooing for his
son; for when he sets out the advantages of
the match, Gen. xxiv. 35, thereby to prevail
with the young woman and her friends, he
says, ‘I am Abraham’s servant, and the Lord
“ hath blessed my master greatly, and he is be-
“ come great ; and he hath given him flocks and
“ herds, and silver and gold, and men-servants
« and maid-servants, and camels and assés: and
« Sarah, my master’s wife, bare a son to my
‘ master when she was old, and unto him hath
“ he given all he hath.”” Can one think that a
discreet servant that was thus particular to set
out his master’s greatness would have omitted
the crown Isaac was to have, if he had known
of any such? Can it be imagined he should
have neglected to have told them on such an oc-
casion as this, that Abraham was a king, a name
well known at that time, for he had nine of
them his neighbours, if he or his master had
thought any such thing, the likeliest matter of
all the rest, to make his errand successful ? . -

§. 136. But this discovery it seems was re»
served for our author to make two or three
thousand years after, and let him enjoy the
credit of it; only he should have taken care
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that some of Adam’s land should. have de-
scended to-this his heir, as well as all Adam’s
lordship : for though this lordship which Abra-
ham, (if we may believe. our author) as well as
the other patriarchs, by right descended to him
did enjoy, was as large and ample as the abso-
lutest dominion of any monarch which hath been
stnee the creation; yet his estate, his territories,
his dominions were very narrow and scanty, for
he had not the possession of a foot of land, till
he bought a field and a cave of the sons of Heth
to bury Sarah in.

. §.187. The instance of Esau joined with
this of Abrabam, to prove that the lordship
which Adam had over the whole world, by right
descending from him, the patriarchs did enjoy,
is yet more pleasant than the former. Esau
met his brother Jacob with four hundred men at
arms: he therefore was a king by right of heir
to Adam. Four hundred armed men then,
however got together, are enough to prove him
that leads them, to be a king and Adam’s heir.
There have been tories in Ireland, (whatever
there are in other countries) who would have
thanked our author for so honourable an
opinion of them, especially if there had been
nobody near with a better title of five hundred
armed men, to question their royal authority of
four hundred. It is a shame for men to trifle
8o, to say no worse of it, in.so serious an argu-
ment. Here Esau is brought as a proof that
Adam’s lordship, Adam’s absolute daminion, as
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large as that of any monarch, descended by right
to the -patriarchs, and in this very chap. p. 19.
Jacob is brought as an instance of one, that by
birth-vight was lord over his brethren. So we
have here two brothers absolute monarchs by
the same title, and at the same time heirs to
Adam: the eldest, heir to Adam, because he
met his brother with four hundred men; and
the youngest, heir to Adam by birth-right.
Esau enjoyed the lordship which Adam had
over the whole world by right descending to him
i as large and ample manner, as the absolutest
dominion of any monarch; and at the same
time, Jacob lord over him, by the right heirs
have to be lords over theiwr brethren. Risum
teneatis 2 1 never, I confess, met with any man
of parts so dexterous as Sir Robert at this way
of arguing: but it was his misfortune to light
upon an hypothesis, that could not be accom-
modated to the nature of things, and human
affairs; his principles could not be made to
agree with that constitution and order, which
God had settled in the world, and therefore
must needs often clash with common sense and
experience.

§. 138. In the next section, he tell us, * This
« patriarchal power continued not only till the
“ flood, but after it, as the name patriarch doth
“in part prove.” The word patriarch doth
more than ¢n part prove, that patriarchal power
continued in the world as long as there were
patriarchs, for it is necessary that patriarchal
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power should be whilst there are patriarchs;
as it is necessary there should be paternal or
conjugal power whilst there are fathers or
husbands; but this is but playing with names.
That which he would fallaciously insinuate is
the thing in question to be proved, v:z. that the
lordship which Adam had over the world, the
supposed absolute universal dominion of Adam
by right descending from him, the patriarchs
did .enjoy. If he affirms such an absolute
monarchy continued to the flood, in the world,
I would be glad to know what records he . has
it from; for I confess I cannot find a word
of it in my Bible: if by patriarchal power he
" means any thing else, it is mnothing to the
matter in hand. And how the name patriarch
in some part proves, that those, who are called
by that name, had absolute monarchical power,
I confess, I do not see, and therefore 1 think
needs no answer till the argument from it be
made out a little clearer.

§. 139. ¢ The three sons of Noah had the
“ world,”” says our author, * divided amongst
“ them by their father, for of them was the
« whole world overspread,” p. 14. The world
might be overspread by the offspring of Noah’s
sons, though he never divided the world amongst
them ; for the earth might be replenished with-
out being divided: so that all our author’s
argument here proves no such division. How-
~ever, I allow it to him, and then ask, the
world being divided amongst them, which of
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the three was Adam’s heir? If Adam’s lordship,
Adam’s monarchy, by right descended only to.
the eldest, then the other two could be but his
subjects, his slaves : if by right it descended to
all three brothers, .by the same right, it will
descend to all mankind; and then it will be
impossible what he says, p. 19. that Aetrs are
lords of their brethren, should be true; but
all brothers, and consequently all men, will
be equal and independent, all heirs to Adam’s
monarchy, and consequently all monarchs too,
one as much as another. But it will be said,
Noah their father divided the world amongst
them; so that our author will allow more to
Noah, than he will to God Almighty, for
Observations, 211. he thought it hard, that
God himself should give the world to Noah
and his sons, to the prejudice of Noah’s birth-
right: his words are, ¢ Noah was left sole heir
“ to the world: why should it be thought that
“ God would disinherit him of his pirth-right,
“ and make him, of all men in the world, the
‘“ only tenant in common with his children ?”’
and yet here he thinks it fit'that Noah should
disinherit Shem of his birth-right, and divide
the world betwixt him and his brethren; so
that this birth-right, when our author pleases,
must, and when he pleases must not, be sacred
and inviolable.

§. 140. If Noah did divide the world be-
tween his sons, and his assignment of do-
minions to them were good, there is an end of
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divine institution; all our author’s discourse
of Adam’s heir, with whatsoever he builds on
it, is quite out of doors; the natural power of
kings falls to the ground; and then the form
of the power governing, and the person having
that power, will not be (as he says they are,
Observations, 254). the erdinance of God, but
they will be ordinances of man : for if the right
of the heir be the ordinance of God, a divine
right, no man, father or not father, can alter it:
if it be not a divine right, it is only human,
depending on the will of man: and so where
human institution gives it not, the first-born
has no right at all above his brethren; and
men may put government into what hands, and
under what form, they please.

§. 141. He goes on, * Most of the cnvnlest
¢ pations of the earth labour to fetch their ori-
¢« ginal from some of the sons, or nephews of
¢« Noah,” p. 14. How many do most of. the
civilest nations amount to 2 and who are they ? 1
fear the Chinese, a very great and civil people,
as well as several other people of the East,
West, North and South, trouble not themselves
much about this matter. All that believe the
Bible, which I believe are our author’s most
of -the civilest nations, must necessarily derive
themselves from Noah: but for the rest of the
world, they thiok little of his sons or nephews.
But if the heralds and antiquaries of all na-
tions, for it is these men geuerally that labour
to find out the originals of nations, or all the
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nations themselves, should labour to fetch thewr
original from some of the sons or mephews of
Noah, what would this be to prove, that the
lordship which Adam had over the whole world,
by right descended to the patriarchs? Whoever,
nations, or races of men, labour to fetch their
original from, may be concluded to be thought
by them, men of renown, famous to posterity,
for the greatness of their virtues and actions;
but beyond these they look not, nor consider
who they were heirs to, but look on them as
such as raised themselves, by their own virtue,
to a degree that would give a lustre to those
who in future "ages could pretend to derive
themselves from them. But if it were Ogyges,
Hercules, Brama, Tamerlane, Pharamond ; nay,
if Jupiter and Saturn were the names from
whence divers races of men, both ancient and
modern, have laboured to derive their original ;
will that prove, that those men enjoyed the lord-
ship of Adam, by right dgscending to them?
If not, this is but a flourish of our author’s
to mislead his reader, that in itself signifies
nothing.

§. 142. To as much purpose is what he tells
us, p. 15. concerning this division of the world, -
« That some say it was by Lot, and others that
« Noah sailed round the Mediterranean in ten
« years, and divided the world into-Asia, Afric
“and Europe, portions for his three sons.”
America then, it seems, was left to be his that
could catch it. Why our author takes such
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pains to prove the division of the world by Noak
to his sons, and will not leave out an imagina-
tion, though no better than a dream, that he can
find any where to favour it, i8 hard to guess,
since such a divzsion, if it prove any thing, must
necessarily take away the title of Adam’s heir;
unless three brothers can all together be heirs
of Adam; and therefore the following words,
« Howsoever the manner of this division be un-
‘ certain, yet it is most certain the division itself
"% was by families from Noah and his children,
s over which the parents were heads and princes,”’
p. 15. if allowed him to be trpe, and of any
force to prove, that all the power in the world
is nothing but the lordship of Adam’s descend-
ing by right, they will only prove, that the.fa-
thers of the children are all heirs to this lord-
ship of Adam : for if in those.days Cham and
Japhet, and other parents, besides the eldest
son, were heads and princes over their fami-
lies, and had a right to divide the earth by
families, what hinders younger brothers, being
fathers of families, from having the same right?
If Cham and Japhet were princes by right
descending to them, notwithstanding dny title
of heir in their eldest brother, younger brothers
by the same right descending to them are
princes now; and so all our auther’s natural
power.of kings will reach no farther than their
own children, and no kingdom, by this natural
right, can be bigger than a fanrily : for either this
lordship of Adam over the whole world, by right
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descends only to the eldest son, and then there
can be_but one heir, as our author says, p. 19.
or else, it by right descends to all the sons
equally, and then every father of a family will
have it, . as well as the three sons of Noah:
take which you will, it destroys the present
governments and kingdoms, that are now in
the world, since whoever has this naiural
power of a king, by right descending to him,-
must have it, either as our author tells us Cain
had it, and be lord over his brethren, and so
be alone king of the whole world; or else, as
he tells us here, Shem, Cham and Japhet had
it, three brothers, and so be only prince of his
own family, and all families independent one
of another: all the world must be only one
empire by the right of the next heir, or else
every family be a distinct government of itself,
by the lordship of Adam’s descending to pa-
rents of families. And to this only tend all
the proofs he here gives us. of the descent of
Adam’s lordship: for continuing his story of
this descent, he says,

§. 143. « In the dispersion of Babel, we e must
“ certainly find the establishment of royal power,
“ throughout the kingdoms of the world,”” p. 14.
If you must find it, pray do, and you will help
us to a new piece of history: but you must
shew it us before we shall be bound to believe,
that regal power was established in the world
upon your principles: for, that regal power was
established in the kingdoms of the world, 1

/
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think nobody will dispute; but that there
should be kingdoms in the world, whose se-
veral kings enjoyed their crowns, by right de-
scending to them from Adam, that we think not
only Apocryphal, but also utterly impossible.
If our author has no better foundation for his
monarchy than a supposition of what was done
at the dispersion of Babel, the monarchy he
erects thereon, whose top is to reach to heaven
to unite mankind, will serve only to divide and
scatter them as that tower did ; and, instead of
establishing civil government and order in the
world, will produce nothing but confusion.

§. 144. For he tells us, ¢ the nations they were
“ divided into, were distinct families, which had
« fathers for rulersoverthem ; whereby it appears,
¢¢ that even in the confusion, God was careful to
‘ preserve the fatherly authority, by distributing
“ the diversity of languages according to the
“ diversity of families,” p. 14. It would have
been a hard matter for any one but our authoy
to have found out so plainly, in the text he here
brings, that all the nations in that dispersion
were governed by fathers, and that God was
careful to preserve the fatherly authority. The
words of the text are; These are the sons of
Shem after their families, afier their tongues
i their lands, after their nations; and the
same thing is said of Cham and Japhet, after
an enumeration of their posterities; in all
which there is not one word said of their go-
vernors, or forms of government; of fathers,

-
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or fatherly authority. But our author, who is
very quick sighted to spy out fatherhood,
where nobody else could see any the least
glimpses of it, tells us .positively their rulers
vere fathers, and God was careful to preserve
the fatherly uuthority; and why? Because
those of the same family spoke the same lan-
guage, and so of necessity in the division kept
together. Just as ‘if one should argue thus:
Hannibal in his army, consisting of divers
nations, kept those of the same language to-
gether; therefore fathers were captains of each
band, and Hannibal was careful of the fatherly
authority: or in peopling of Carolina, the
English, French, Scotch and Welch that are
there, plant themselves together, and by them
the country is divided in the:r lands after tReir
tongues, after their families, after their nations ;
therefore care was taken of the fatherly autho-
rity: or because, in many parts of America,
every little tribe was a distinct people, with a
different language, one should infer, that there-
fore God was careful to preserve the fatherly
authority, or that therefore their rulers enjoyed
Adam’s lordship by right descending . to them
though we know not who were their governorsy
nor what their form of government, but only
that they were divided into little independent
societies, speaking different languages.

§. 145. The scripture says not a word of
their rulers or forms of government, but only
gives an account, how mankind came to be

M
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divided into distinct languages and nations, and
therefore it is not to argue from the authority
of scripture, to tell us positively, fathers were
their rulers, when the scripture says no such
thing ; but to set up fancies of one’s own brain,
when we confidently aver matter of fact, where
records.are utterly silent. Upon a like ground,
& e. none at all, he.says, «“ That they were not
¢ confused multitudes without heads and" go-
‘¢ vernors, and at liberty to choose what gover-
¢ nors or governments they pleased.”

-§. 146. For I demand, when mankind were
all yet of one language, all congregated: in. the
plain of Shinar, were they then all under one
meonarch, .who enjoyed the lordship of Adam by
right descending to him? If they were not,
thére ‘were then no. thoughts, it is plain, of
Adam’s. kesr, no right of government.known
then upon. ‘that title; no. care taken; by God
or man, of Adam’s fatherly authority. 1f when
mankind were but one people, dwelt:all .to-
gether, .and. were of one ‘language, . and . were
upon building a city together; and ‘when it
was plain, they could not but know the: right
beir,: for. Shem lived till Isaac’s -time, 4 long
while after the division at Babel ; if then; I
say, they were not under the monarchical go-
vernment of Adam’s fatherhood, by right de-
scending to the heir, it is plain there was no
regard had to the fatherhood, no monarchy
acknowledged due to Adam’s keir, no empire
of Shem’s in Asia, and' consequently no such
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division of the world by Noah, as our author
has talked of. As far as we can -conclude any
thing from scripture in this matter, it seems
from this place, that if they had any govern-
ment, it was rather a commonwealth than an
absolute monarchy: for the scripture tells us,
Gen. xi. They said: it was not a prince coms
manded the building of this city ahd tower, #
was not by the command of one monarck, but
by the consultation of many, a free people; let
us build us a city : they built it for themselves
as free-men, not as slaves for their lord and
master : that we be.not scattered-abroad ; having
a city once built, and fixed habitations to
settle our abodes and families.. ‘This was the
consultation and design of- a people, that were
at liberty to part asunder, but desired to -keep
in one body, .and could not have. been éithet
necessary or- likely in men tied together under
the ‘government of one menarch, who if they
had been, as our author tells us, all slaves
under the' absolute dominion of ‘a- monarek,
needed not have taken such .care to hinder
themselves from wandering out of the redchof
his dominion. I demand ‘whether this be ‘not
plainer in .scripture: than any -thing of Adam’ﬂ
heir or fatherly authority?

§.147. But if being, as God says, Géen. xi.-6.
one people, they had one ruler, one king by
natural right, abselute and supreme over them,
what care had God to preserve the paternal
authority of the supreme fatherhood, if on a
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sudden he suffer seventy-two (for so many our
author talks of) distinct nations to be erected
out of it, under distinct governors, and at once
to withdraw themselves from the obedience of
their sovereign? This is to intitle God’s ‘care
"how, and to what we please. Can it be sense
to say, that God was careful to preserve the
Jatherly authority in those who had it not? for
if these were subjects under a supreme prince,
what authority had they? Was it an instance of
God’s care to preserve the fatherly authority,
when he took away the true supreme father-
hood of the natural monarch ? Can it be reason
to say, that God, for the preservation of fatherly
authority, lets several new governments with
their governors start up, who could not all have
Satherly authority 2 And is it not as much
reason to say, that God is careful to destroy
Jatherly authority, when he suffers one, who is
in possession of it, to have his government torn
in pieces, and shared by several of his subjects ?
Would it not be an argument just like this, for
monarchical government to say, when any mo-:
narchy was shattered to pieces, and divided
amongst revolted subjects, that God was care-
ful to preserve monarchical power, by rending
a settled empire into a multitude of little go-
vernments? If any one will say, that ‘what
happens in providence to be preserved, God is
“careful to preserve as a thing therefore to be
esteemed by men as necessary or useful, it is
a peculiar propriety of speech, which every
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one will not think fit to imitate : but this I am
sure is impossible to be either proper, or true .
speaking, that Shem, for example, (for he was
then alive,) should have fatherly authority, or
sovereignty by right of fatherhood, over that
one people at Babel, and that the next moment,
Shem yet living, seventy-two others should
have fatherly authority, or sovereignty by right
of fatherhood, over the same people, divided
into so many distinct governments : either these
seventy-two fathers actually were rulers, just
before the confusion, and then they were not
one people, but that God himself says they
were ; or else they were a commonwealth, and
then where was monarchy? or else these se-
venty-two fathers had fatherly authority, bat
knew it not. Strange! that fatherly authority
should be the only original of government
amongst men, and yet all mankind not know -
it; and stranger yet, that the confusion of
tongues should reveal it to them all of a sudden,
that in an instant these seventy-two should
know that they had fatherly power, and all
others know that they were to obey it in them,
and every one know that particular fatherly
authority to which he was a subject. He that
can think this arguing from scripture, may from
thence make out what model of an Utopia will
best suit with his fancy or interest; and this
fatherhood, thus disposed of, will justify both
a prince who claims an universal monarchy,
and his subjects, who, ‘being fathers of families,
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shall quit all subjection to him, and canton his
empire into less governments for themselves;
for it will always remain a doubt in which of
these the fatherly authority resided, till our
author resolves us, whether Shem, who was then
alive, or these seventy-two new princes, begin-
niag 80 many new empires in his dominions,
and over his subjects, had- right to govern,
since our author tells us, that both one and the
other had fatherly, which is supreme authority,
and are brought in by him.as instances of
those who did ewjoy the lordships of Adam by
vight descending to them, whick was as large
and ample as the absolutest dominion of any
monarch. This at least is unavoidable, that
if God was careful to preserve.the fatherly au-
thorsdy, in- the seventy-two new-erected matioms,
it necessarily follows, that he was as careful
to destroy all pretences of Adam’s heir; since
he took care, and therefore did preserve the
fatherly authority in so many, at least seventy-
one, that could not possibly be Adam’s heirs,
when the right heir {if God had ever ordained
any such inheritance) could not but be known,
Shem then living, and they bemg all one
people.

§. 148. Nimrod is his next instance of en-
joying this - patriarchal power, p. 16. but I
know not for what reason our author seems a
little unkind to him, and says, that he ¢ against
“ right enlarged his empire, - by seizing violently
* on the rights of other lords of families.”” These
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lords of families here were called fathers of
families, in his account of the dispersion at
Babel: but it matters not how- they' were
called, so we know who'they:are; for this .
fatherly authority must be in them, either.as
heirs to Adam, and so there could not be
seventy-two, nor above one at once; or else
as natural parents over their children, and so
every father will have paternal authority over
his children by the same right, and in as large
extent as those seventy-two had, and so:-be
independent princes: over their own offspring.
Taking his lords of families in this latter sense,
(as it is hard to give those words any other
sense in this place) he gives us a very pretty
account of the original of monarchy, in" these
following words, p. 16. *“ And in this: sensé he
* may be said to be the author and founder of
 monarchy,”” viz. As ‘against right - seizing
violently on the rights of fathers over their chil-
dren; which paternal- authority, if it be in
them, by right of nature, (for else liow could
those séventy-two come by it?) nobody can
take from them without their own consents;
and then: I desire our author and his friends
to consider, how far this will concern other
princes, and whether it will not;, according e
his. conclusion of that paragraph; resolve all
regal power of those, whose dominions extend
beyond their families, either into tyranny and
usurpation, or election and consent of fathers
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of families, which will differ very little from con-
sent of the people.

§. 149. All his instances, in the next section,
p. 17. of the twelve dukes of Edom, the nine
kings in a little corner of Asia in Abraham’s
days, the thirty-one kings in Canaan destroyed
by Joshua, and the care he takes to prove that
these were all sovereign princes, and that
every town in those days had a king, are so
many direct proofs against him, that it was
not the lerdship of Adam by right descending
to them, that made kings: for if they had held
their royalties by that title, either there must
have been but one sovereign over them all, or
else every father of a family had been as good
a prince, and had as good a claim to royalty,
as these: for if all the sons of Esau had each
of them, the younger as well as the eldest,
the right of fatherhood, and so were sovereign
princes after their father’s death, the same right
had their sons after them, and so on to all
posterity ; which will limit all the natural
power of fatherhood, only to be over the issue
of their own bodies, and their descendants ;
which power of fatherhood dies with the head
of each family, and makes way for the like
power of fatherhood to take place in each
of his sons over their respective posterities:
whereby the power of fatherhood will be pre-
served indeed, and is intelligible, but will not
be at all to our author’s purpose. None of
the instances he brings are proofs of any power
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they had, as heirs of Adam’s paternal authority
by the title of his fatherhood descending to
them ; no, nor of any power they had by virtue
of their own : for Adam’s fatherhood being over
all mankind, it could descend but to one at
once, and from him to his right heir only, and
so there could by that title be but one king in
the world at a time: and by right of father«
hood, not descending from Adam, it must. be
only as they themselves were fathers, and so
could be over none but their own posterity.
So that if those twelve dukes of Edom ; if
Abraham and the nine kings his neighbours;
if Jacob and Esau, and the thirty-one kings in
Canaan, the seventy-two kings wmutilated by
Adonibeseck, the thirty-two kings that came to
Benhadad, the seventy kings of Greece making
war at Troy, were, as our author contends, all
of them sovereign princes; it is evident that
kings derived their power from some other
original than fatherhood, since some of these
had power over more than their own posterity ;
and it is demonstration, they could not be all
heirs to Adam ; for I challenge any man to
make any pretence to power by right of father-
hood, either intelligible or possible in any one,
otherwise than either as Adam’s heir, or as
progenitor over his own descendants, naturally
sprung from him. And if our author could
shew that any one of these princes, of which
he gives us here so large a catalogue, had his
authority by either of these titles, I think I
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might yield him the cause; though it is mani-
fest they -are all impertinent, and directly
contrary to what. he brings them to prove, viz.
That the lordship whick Adam had over the world
by reght descended to the patriarchs. ' '

§. 150. Having told us, p. 16. « That the
¢ patriarchal government continued in Abraham,
« Isaac, and Jacob, until the Egyptian bondage,’
p. 17. he tells us, ¢ By manifest footsteps we may
* trace this paternal government unto the Israel-
¢ ites coming into Egypt, where the exercise of
“ supreme patriarchal government was intermit-
_¢ ted, because they were in subjection to a strong-
“ er prince.” - What these footsteps are of pater-
nal government, in our author’s sense, ¢. e. of
absolute monarchical power descending- from
Adam, and exercised by right of fatherkood,
we have seen, that is for 2290 years no foot-
steps at all ; since in all that time he cannot
produce any one exemple of any person who
claimed or exercised regal authority by right
of fatherhood ; or shew -any one who being a
king was Adam’s heir: all that his. proofs
amount to, is only this, that there were fathers,
patriarchs and kings, in that age of the world ;
but that the fathers and patriarchs had any
absolute arbitrary power, or by what titles
those kings had theirs, and of what extent it
was, the scripture is wholly silent ; it is mani-
fest by right of fatherhood they neither did,
nor could claim any title to dominion and
empire.
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§: t51. To say, that « the exercise of supreme
¢ patriarchal government was intermitted, be-
¢ cause' they were in subjection to a stronger
« prince,” proves ‘nothing but what I before
suspected, vis. That patriarchal yurisdiction or
govermment is a fallacious expression, and does
not in our author signify (what he would yet
insinuate by it) paternal aud regal power, such
an absolute sovemgnty as Lie supposes was in
Adam

- §. 152. For how can he say that' pa#riarchal
Jurisdicteon .was - intermitted in Bgypt;” where
there -was a king, under whose regal govern-
ment. the Israelites were, if patriarchal were
absolute monarchical yurisdiction? And if it were
not, but something else, why does he make
such ado about a power not in question, and
nothing to the purpose ? The exercise of patri-
archal jarisdiction, if patriarchal be regal, was
not intermitted whilst the Israelites were in
Egypt. It is true, the exercise of regal power
was not then in the hands of any of the pro-
mised seed of Abraham, nor before neither that
I know; but what is that to the intermission
of regal authority, as descending from Adam,
uniess our author will have it, that this chosen
line of Abraham had the right of inheritance to
Adam’s lordship ? and then to what purpose
are his instances of the seventy-two rulers, in
whom the fatherly authority was preserved in
the confusion at Babel > Why does he bring
the twelve princes sons of Ishmael, and the
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dukes of Edom, and join them with Abraham,
Isaac and Jacob, as examples of the exercise
of true patriarchal government, if the exercise
of patriarchal jurisdiction were -intermitted in
the world, whenever the heirs of Jacob had not
supreme power? I fear, supreme patriarchal
Jurisdiction was not only intermitied, but from
the time of the Egyptian bondage quite lost in
the world, since it will be hard to find, from
that time downwards, any one who exercised
it as ‘an inheritance descending to him from
the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. I
imagined monarchical government would have
served his turn in the hands of Pharaoh, or
any body. But one cannot easily discover in
all places what his discourse tends to, as par-
ticularly in this place it is not obvious to
guess what he drives at, when he says, the
exercise of supreme patriarchal jurisdiction in
Egypt, or how this serves to make out the de-
scent of Adam’s lordship to the patriarchs, or
any body else. _

§. 153. For I thought he had been giving us
out of scripture, proofs and examples of mo-
narchical government, founded on paternal au-
thority, descending from Adam; and not an
history of the Jews: amongst whom yet we
find no kings, till many years after they were
a people: and when kings were their rulers,
there is not the least mention or room for a
pretence that they were heirs to Adam, or
kings by paternal authority. I expected, talk-
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ing so much as he does of scripture, that he
would have produced thence a series of mo-
narchs, whose titles were clear to Adam’s
fatherhood, and who, as heirs to him, owned
and exercised paternal jurisdiction over their
subjects, and that this was the true patriarchi+
cal government; whereas he neither proves,
that the patriarchs were kings; nor that either
kings or patriarchs were heirs to Adam, or so
much as pretended to it: and one may as well
prove, that the patriarchs were all absolute
monarchs ; that the power both of patriarchs
and kings was only paternal; and that this
power descended to them from Adam: I say
all these propositions may be as well proved
by a confused account of a multitude of little
kings in the West-Indies, out of Ferdinando
Soto, or any of our late histories of the Nor-
thern America, or by our author’s seventy
kings of Greece, out of Homer, as by any thing
the brings out of scripture, in that multltude of
kings he has reckoned up. -

-§. 154. And methinks he should have let
Homer and his wars of Troy alone, since his
great zeal to truth or monarchy carried him to
such a pitch of transport against philosophers
and poets, that he tells us in his preface, that
there ¢ are too many in these days, who please
“ themselves in running after the opinions of phi-
“ losophers and poets, to find out such an origi-
“ nal of government, as might promise them some
“ title to liberty, to the great scandal of Christi-
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“ anity, and bringing in of atheism.”. And yet
these heathens, philosopher Aristotle, and poet
Homer, are not rejected by our zealous Chris-
tian politician, whenever they offer amy: thing
that seems to serve his turn; whether. ¢0 ‘the
great scandal of Christianity and bringing -sm
of atheism, let him look. This I cannot bus
observey in authors who it is visible write not
for truth, how ready zeal for interest and party
is to -entitle Christianity to their designs, and
to charge atheism on. those who will not with«
out -examining submit to their doctnnes, and
blindly swallow their nonsense.

. But to return to his scripture hlstory, our au-
thor farther tells us, p. 18. that ¢ after the return
¢ of the Israelites out of bondage, God, out of a
“ gpecial care of them, chose Moses and Joshua
‘ successively to gavern as princes in the place
“ and stead of the supreme fathers.”’ Ifitbetrue,
that: they returned out of bondage; it must be
into astate of freedom, and must imply that bothi
before and after this bondage they- were free,
unless , gur. author will say, that .changing’ of
masters is returning. out of bondage; or .that
a slave returns out of . bondage, when .he is
removed from one galley to.another..:If them
they returned out of bondage, it is plain- that in.
those days, whatever our author in his preface
says to the contrary, there were difference
between a son, a subject, and a slave; and that
neither the patriarchs before, nor their rulers
after . this Egyptian bondage, mumbered their
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sons or subjects amongst. their possessions, and
disposed of them with as absolute a dominion,
as they did their other goods.

§. 155. This is evident in Jacob, to whom
Reuben offered his two sons .as pledges; and
Judah was at last surety for Benjamin’s safe
return out of Egypt: which all had been-vain,
superfluous, .and but a sort of mockery,. if
Jacob had had the- same power over - every one
of his family as he had over his ox or his ass,
as an owner over his substance; and the offem
that Reuben or Judah made had beén such a
security for returning of Benjamin, as if a man
should take two lambs out of his.lord’s flock,
and offer one as security, that he will safely re-
store the other. - ‘

§. 156. When they were out of this boudape,
what then ? “ God out of a special care of them,
¢ the Israelites.”” Itis well that once in his book,
he will allow God to have any care of the peo«
ple; for in other places he speaks of mankind,
as if God had no care of any part:of them, but
only of theirimonarchs, and that the rest of the
people, the societies of .men, were made as so
many herds of cattle, only for the service, use,
and pleasure of their princes. :

§. 157. ¢« Chose Moses and Johua successwely
“ to govern as princes ;”’ ashrewd argument our
author has found. out to prove that God’s care
of the fatherly authority, and Adam’s heirs,
that here, as an expression of his care of his
own people, he chooses those for princes over
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them, that had not the least pretence to either.
The persons chosen were, Moses of the tribe of
Levi, and Joshua of the tribe of Ephraim,
neither of which had any title of fatherhkood.
But, says our author, they were in the place
and stead of the supreme fathers. If God had
any where as plainly declared his choice of
such fathers to be rulers, as he did of Moses
and Joshua, we might believe Moses and Joshua
were in their place and stead : but that being
the question in debate, till that be better proved,
Moses being chosen by God to be ruler of his
people, will no more prove that government be-
longed to Adam’s heir, or to the fatherkood,
than God’s choosing Aaron of the tribe of Levi
to be priest, will prove that the priesthood be-
longed to Adam’s heir, or the prime fathers ;
since God would choose Aaron to be priest,
and Moses ruler in Israel, though neither of
those offices were settled on Adam’s heir, or
the fatherhood.

~§. 158. Our author goes on, ¢ and after them
¢ likewise for a time he raised up judges, to de-
¢ fend his people in time of peril,”’ p. 18. This
proves fatherly authority to be the original of
government, and that it descended from Adam
to his heirs, just as well as what went before :
only here our author seems to confess, that
these judges, who were all the governors they
then had, were only men of valour, whom they
made their generals to defend them in time of
peril; and cannot God raise up- such men,
unless fatherhood have a title to government ?
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§. 159. But, says our author, ¢ when God
<« gave the Israelites kings, he re-established the
¢ ancient and prime right of lineal succession to
¢ paternal government,”’ p. 18.

§.160. How did God re-establish it ? by a
law, a positive command? We find no such
thing. Our author means then, that when God
gave them a king, in giving them a king, he
re-established the right, &c. To re-establish
de facto the right of lineal succession to pater-
nal government, is to put a man in possession
of that government which his fathers did enjoy,
and he by lineal succession had a right to:
for, first, if it were another government than
what his ancestors had, it was not succeeding
to an anctent right, but begmmng a new.one:
for if a prince should give a man, besides his
ancient patrimony, which for' some ages . his
family had been disseized of, an additional
estate, never before in the possession of his
ancestors, he could not be said to re-establish
the right of lineal succession to any more than
what had been formerly enjoyed. by his ancestors.
If therefore the power the kings of lsrael had,
were any thing more than Isaac or Jacob had, .
it was not the re-establishing in them the right
of succession to a power, but giving them a
new power, however you please to call it;
paternal or not: and whether Isaac and Jacob
bad the. same power that the kings of Israel
had, I desire any one, by what has been above
said, to consider; and 1 do not think they will

N
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find, that either Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob, had
any regal power at all.

§. 161. Next, there can be no re-establulz-
ment of the prime and ancient right of lineal
succession to any thing, unless he, that is put
in possession of it, has the right to.succeed,
and be the true and next heir to him he suc-
ceeds to. Can that be a re-establishment
which begins in a new. family 2 or that the re-
establishment of an ancient right of lLineal suc-
cesston, when a crown is given to. one, who
has no right of succession to it, and who, if
_the lineal succession had gone on, had been
out of all possibility of pretence to.it? Saul,
the first king God: gave the Israelites, was of
.the tribe of Benjamin. Was ..the ancient and
prime right of lineal succession re-established
in him? The next was David, the youngest
son of Jesse, of the posterity of Judah, Jacob’s
third son. Was the ancient and prime right of
lineal succession to paternal government re-esta-
blished in him? or in Solomon, his younger son
and successor in the throne? or in Jeroboam
over the ten tribes? or in Athaliah, a. woman
who reigned six years an utter stranger.to the
royal blood? If the ancient and prime right of
lineal succession to paternal government. were
re-established in any of these or their posterity,
the ancient and prime right.of lineal succession
to paternal government belongs to younger
brothers as well as elder, and may be re-
established in any man living; for whatever
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younger brathers, . by ancient and prime vight. of
lineal succession, may have as well as the elder,
that every living man may have a right to, by
lineal. succession, and Sir Robert as well as
any other. .And so what a. brave right of
lineal :succession, to his paternal or.regal gor
vernment, our author has re-established, for the
securing the rights and inheritance of crowns;,
where every one may havé it, let . the world
coiisider. Ao

§. 162.. But, says our author, however, p- ]9.
“ Whensoever God made choice of ‘any special
‘ person .to be king, he intended that the issue
* also should have benefit thereof, as being com-
¢ prehended sufficiently in the person of the fa-
“ ther, although the father was only named in the
« grant.”” This yet will not help out succession;
for if, as our author says, . the .beneiit of the
grant be intended to the issue of the grantee,
this will not direct the succession; .since, if
God gave any thing:to .a man and his sssue -in
general, the claim cannot be to any.one of that
tssue in particular;. every. one that. is. of his
race will have an equal right. If it be said
our author meant heir, I believe: our author
was as. willing. as any body to have used that
word, if .it would .have served his turn:: but
Solomon, who succeeded David in the throne,
being no more his : heir than Jeroboam, who
succeeded him in the government of the ten
tribes, was his issue, our author had reason to
avoid saying. That God intended it to the
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heirs, when that would not hold in a succes-
sion, which our author could not except
against; and so he has left his succession as
undeternined, as if he had said nothing about
it: for if the regal power be given by God to
a'man and his sssue, as the land of Canaan waes
to Abraham and his seed, must they not:all
have a title to it, all share in it? And one may
as well say, that by God’s grant to Abrabam
and his seed, the land of Cunaan was to be-
long only to one of his seed exclusive ofall
others, as by God’s. grant of dominion to a
men and Ais issue, this dominion was to belong
in peculiar to one of his ssue exclusive of all
others.

§. 163. But how will our author prove that
whensoever God made choice of any special
person to be @ king, he intended that the (I
suppose he means his) issue also should have
‘benefit thereof? has he so soon forgot Moses
and Joshua, whom in this very sectiof, he
says, God out of -a special care chose to govern
as princes, and the judges that God raised up?
Had not these princes, having the authority of
the supreme fatherhood, the same power that
the kings had ; and being especially chosen by
God himself, should not their #ssue. ‘have the
benefit of that choice, as well as David’s or
Solomon’s ? If these had the paternal authority
put into their hands immediately by God, why
had not their zssue the benefit of this grant in
a succession to this power? or if they had it



OF. GOVERNMENT. 181

as Adam’s heirs, why did not their heirs enjoy
it after them by right descending to them ? for
they could not be heirs to one another. Was
the power the same, and from the same origi-
nal, in Moses, Joshua, and the Judges, as it was
in David and the Kings; and was it inheritable
in one, and not in the other? I it. was not
- paternal authority, then God’s ‘own pedple
were governed by those that had not patemal

authority, and those governors did well enough.

without it: if it were paternal authority, and

God chose the persons that were to exercise

it, our author’s rule fails, that whensoever God

makes choice of any person to be supreme ruley

(for 1 suppose the name king has no: spell .in

it, it is not the title, but the power makes. the

difference) ke intends that the issue should have

the benefit of it, since from their coming out

of Egypt to David’s time, four hundred years,

the issue was never so sufficiently comprehended
in the person of the father, as that any som.

after the death of his father, succeeded to.the

government amongst all those judges that

judged Israel, If, to avoid this, it be said,
God always chose the person of the successor,

and so, transferring the Jatherly. authority .to

" him, excluded his issue from succeeding to it,
that is manifestly not so in the story of Jeph-

tha, where he articled with the people, and

they made him judge over them, as is plain,

Judges xi. .
§. 164. It is in vain -then to say, that wlun-
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soever God chooses any special person to have
the exercise of paternal anthority, (for if that be
not to be king, 1 desire to knowthe difference
between' a king’ and one.having:the exercise
of ipaternal duthority) -he intends the issue also
should hdve the benefit:of it,'since we'find the
awthority, the judges had, ended with them,
ahd- descended ‘not to their - zssue; and if : the
judges had not paternal authority, I.fear it will
trouble our author, :or any of the friends to*his
principles, - to: tell .who had" then ' the patdmal
uuthomy, that- is, the government and supreme
power ‘amongst ' the Israelites; and: I suspett
they must confess ‘that the:chosen people of
God continued a people:several - hundréds of
years, without any knowledge or thsaught of
this paternal authority, or any appearance of
monarchical government atall. - ", .

- §. 165. To be:satisfied of this, he heed :but
read the story of the Levite, and the war-there-
upon with .the Benjamites, in the  three: last
chapters ‘of Judges:' and’ when he finds, :that
the Levite appeals to. the people for:justice,
that it was the tribes and - the coigrégation
that debated,  resolved, &nd directed 4H !that
was done on that ‘dccasion ; he-must: iconclade,
either that God was not: careful lto preserve . the
Jatherly -autkority ‘amongst his ‘own: chosen
people; or else that'the fatherly awthority
may be preserved, ‘where “‘there:is mo  wmonai
chical government; if the latter, then ‘it "will
follow, that though fatherly authority be never
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so well proved, yet it will not infer a necessity of
monarchical government ; if the former, it will
seem very strange and improbable, that God
should ordain fatherly authority to be so sacred
amongst the sons of men, that there could be
no power, or government without it, and yet
that amongst his own people, even whilst he is
providing a government for them, and therein
prescribes rules to the several states and rela-
tions of men, this great and fundamental one,
this most material and necessary of all the
rest, should be concealed, and lie neglected
for four hundred years after.

§. 166. Before I leave this, I must ask how
our author knows that ¢ whensoever God makes
“ choice of any special person to be king, he in-
“ tends that the issue should have the benefit theye-
«“ of 7’ Does God by the law of nature or reve-
lation say so? By the same law -also he must
say, which of his issue must enjoy the crown in
succession, and so point -out the heir, or else
leave his issue to divide or scramble for the
government: both alike absurd, and such s
will destroy the benefit of such grant to“the
.issue. When -any such declaration -of God’s
intention is produced, it will be' our duty 'to
believe: God ‘intends it so; but till that be
done, our author must shew us some better
warrant, before we shall be obliged to receive
him as the authentlc revealer of God’s .in-
tentions.

§. 167. « The issue,” saysourauthor, ¢ is com-
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«, prehendedsufficiently in the person of thefather,
s although the father only was named in the
« grant:”’ and yet God, when he gave the land of
Canaan to Abrabam, Genp. xiii. 15. thought fit to
put Akisseed into the grant too : so the priesthood
was given to Aaron- and his seed; and the
crown God gave not only to David, but Ais
seed also: and however our author assures us
that ¢ God intends, that theissue should have the
‘ benefit of it, when he chooses any person to be
“ king,” yet we see that the kingdom which he
gave to Saul, without mentioning his seed after
him, never came to any of his issue: and why,
when:God chose a person to be king, he should
intend, that his issue should have the benefit of
it, more than when he chose one to be judge in
Israel, I would fain know a reason; or why
does a grant of fatherly authority to a king
more comprehend the zssue, than when a like
grant is made to*a judge ? Is paternal authority
by right to descend to the issue of one, and not
of .the other? There will need some reason to
be shewn of this difference, more than the
name, when the thing given is the same fatherly
authority, and the manner of giviag it, God’s
choice of the person, the same too; for I
suppose our author, when he says, God raised
up judges, will by no means allow, they were
chosen by the people

. 168. But since our author has so confi-
dentl_v assured us of the care of God to preserve
the fatherhoad, and pretends to build all he
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says upon the authority of the: scripture, we
may well expect that that people, whose law,
constitution and history is.chiefly contained.in
the scripture, should . furnish him with ‘the
clearest instances of. God’s care of preserving
the fatherly authority, in that people who it.is
agreed he had a most peculiar care of. Let
us see then what state this paternal authority
or government was in amongst the Jews, from
their beginning to be a people. It was omitted,
by our author’s confession, from their coming
into Egypt, till their return out of that bondage,
above two hundred years: from thence till God
gave the Israelites a king, about four hundred
years more, our author gives but a very slender
account of it; nor indeed all that time are there
the least footsteps of paternal or regal govern-
ment amongst them. But then, says our author,
“ God re-established the ancient and prime right
“ of lineal succession to paternal government.”
- §.169. What a lineal succession to paternal
government was then established, we have
already seen. I only now consider how long
this lasted, and that was to their captivity,
about five hundred years : from thence to their
destruction by the Romans, above six hundred
and fifty years after, the ancient and prime
right of lineal succession to paternal government
was again lost, and they continued a people
in the promised land without it.. So that of
one thousand, seven hundred and fifty years
that they were God’s peculiar people, they had
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‘hereditary kingly government amongst them
rot. one third of the time; and of that time
thére is not the least footstep of one moment of
paternal government, nor the re-establishment of
the ancient and prime right of lineul succession
o 'it, ‘whether we suppose it to be derived,. as
from its fountain, from David, Saul, - Abrahdam,
ory which upon our author’s prmclples, is the
only true, from Adam.
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BOOK II.

CHAPTER I

§ 1. It having been shewn in the toregomg
dlscourse, :

. That Adam had. not, either by natural
nght of -fatherhood, or by positive donation
from God, any such authority.over his children,
or dominion over the world, as is pretended :

- 2. That'if he had hls heirs, yet, bad no right
toit: .- N A

3. That if his helrs had there bemg no law
of nature nor positive law of God that deter-
mines which is the right heir i all cases that
may arise, the right of suecession, and conse-
quently of bearing rule, could not. have been
certainly determimed : -

‘4. That if even that had been determmed
yet the knowledge of which is the eldest line
of Adam’s posterity, being so long since utterly
lost, that in the races of mankind and families
of the world, there remains not to one -above
another, the least pretence to be the eldest
house, and to have the right of inheritance :
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All these premises having, as 1 think, been
clearly made out, it is impossible that the ru-
lers now on earth should make any bénefit, or
derive any the least shadow of authority from
that, which is held to be the fountain of all
power, Adam’s private dominion. and paternal
Jurisdiction ; so that he that will not give just
occasion to think that all government in the
world is the product only of force and violence,
and that men live together by no other rules
but that of beasts, where the strongest carries
it, and so lay a foundation for perpetual disor-
der and mischief, tumult, sedition and rebellion,
(things that the followers of that hypothesis so
loudly cry out against) must of necessity find
out another rise of government; another original
of political power, and another way of design-
ing and knowing the persons that have it, than
what Sir Robert Filmer hath taught us.

:§. 2. To this purpose, I think it may not be
amiss, to set down what I take to be political
power ; that the power of a magistrate over a
subject may be distinguished from that of a
Jather over his children, a master over his ser-
vant, a husband over his wife, and a lord over
his slave. All which distinct powers happen-
ing sometimes together in the same man, if he
be considered under these different relations,
it may help us to distinguish these -powers
one from another, and shew the difference be-
twixt a ruler of a commonwealth, a father of a
family, and a captain of a galley.
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§. 8. Political power, then, I take to be a
right of making laws with penalties of death; -
and consequently all less penalties, for the re- :
gulating and preserving of property, and of -
employing the force of the community, in the
execution of such laws, and in the defence of
the commonwealth from foreign injury; and

all this only for the public good. -

CHAPTER II.
Of the State of Nature.

§. 4. To understand political power right,
and derive it from its original, we must consider,
what state all men are naturally in, and that is,
—u state of perfect freedom to order their actions,
and dispose of their possessions and persons, as
they think fit, within the bounds of the law of
‘nature, without asking leave, or dependmg upon
the will of any other man.

A state also of equality, wherein all the
power and jurisdiction is reciprocal, no one
having more than another; there being nothing
more evident, than that creatures of the same
species and rank, promiscuously born to all the
same advantages of nature, and the use of the
same faculties, should also be equal one amongst
another without subordination or subjection,
unless the lord and master of them all should,
by any manifest declaration of his will, set one
above another, and confer on him, by an evident
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and clear appointment, an undoubted right to
dominion and sovereignty. . ... .

. § 6: This.equality of men by nature, the Judl-
<cious Hooker looks upon. as-so evident in itself,
and beyond. all question,. that he.-makes it:the
foundation of  that .obligation- to mutual, loxe
amongst men, on: which he builds the duties
they owe one another, and from whence he
.. derives the great maxims of yustice and charity.
His words are, .

“ The like natural’inducement hath brought
“ men to know that it is no less their duty, to
« love others than themselves ; for seeing those
¢ things which are equal,: must:.needs all have
“ ome measurea; if I cannot but wish to receive
« good, -even as much at every man’s hands, as
“.any.man can wish unto his owa squl, how
“ should I look to have any part of my. desire
“ herein satisfied, unless myself be careful to
« satisfy the like desire, which is undoubtedly:in
« other men, being of one and the same nature ?
¢ To have'any thing offered them.repugnant to
“ this desire, must needs 'in all respects grieve
¢ them as much as me; so that if 1 do harmj. I
‘“ must look to suffer, there being no reason that
 others should shew greater measure of loye to
“ me, than they have by me shewed unto them s
““ my desire therefore to bellaved of my eguals in
‘ nature, as much as possible: may. be, impdseth
‘“ upon me a.natural duty of bearing to them-
-« ward fully the like affection ; .from which re-
“ Jation of equality between ourselves:and them
¢ that are as ourselves, what several rules and
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¢¢ canons natural reason hath drawn, for direction
“ of life, no man is ignorant.”” Eccl. Pol. Lib, 1.

§. 6. But though this be. a state of liberty;
yet it s not a state of license.: though man in
that. state have an uncontroulable liberty-to ¢
dispose.of his person or possessions,: yet.heibas = >
not liberty to destroy himself, or so much.as
any creature in his possession, but where some -
nobler use than its bare .preservation calls for
it. The state of nature has a law of nature. to
govern it, which obliges every one: and reason,
which is that law, teaches all mankind, who
will but consult it, that being all equal and in+
dependent, no one ought to harm another in his
life, health, liberty, or possessions: for men
being all the workmanship of one omnipotent,
and infinitely wise maker ; all. the.-servants_of
one_sqvereign master, sent into_the world by
his osder, and about his. business ; .they are his
property,-whose ~workmanship they are, made
to last_during his, not pne.another’s pleasures
and being furnished with like faculties, sharing
all in one community of nature, there cannot
be supposed any such. suberdination-ameng us, ¢
that may authorize us to destroy_one—aaetber,g
as—if—we.-were -made for. one..another’s uges,
as_the_inferior ranks ‘of creatures are -for. ours,
Every one, .as. he. is- bound: io- preserve -himself;
and not to quit his station wilfully, so by the -
like reason, when. his-owa-preservation comes
not_in_.competition,..ought he, as much as. he
can, to_preserve the rest of mankind, and may



192 OF CIVIL GOVERNMENT.

not, nless it_be_fo do_justice.on an Oﬂ’egsieé)

take away, or impair the life, or what tends to
the preservation of the life, the liberty, health,
limb, or goods of another.

.§. 7. And that all men may be restrained
from invading others rights, .and from .doing
hurt to one another, and the law of nature be
observed, which willeth the peace and preservas
tion of all mankind, the execution of.the law of
nature is, in that state, put. into-every-man’s
hdnds, whereby every one has a right to punish
the transgressors. of that law to. such a degree,
as' may hinder its violation: for the law of
nature would, as all other laws that concern
men in.this world, be in vain, if there were
nobody that in the state of nature had a_ power
to .execute that. law, and thereby preserve the
innocent and restrain offenders. And if any
one in the state of nature may punish another
for any evil he has done, every one may do
so: for in that state of perfect equality where
naturally there is no superiority or jurisdiction
of one over another, what any may do in pro-
secution of that law, every one must needs
have a right to do.

§. 8. And thus, in the state of nature, one
man comes by a power over another ; but yet
no absolute or arbitrary power, to use a crimi-
nal, when he has got him in his hands, ac-
cording to the passionate heats, or boundless
extravagancy of his own will; but only to re-
tribute to him, so far as calm reason and
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conscience dictate, what is proportionate to his
transgression, which is so much as may serve
for reparation and .restramnt: for these two are
the only reasons, why one man may lawfully do
harm to another, which is that we call punishment.
In transgressing the law of nature, the offender
declares himself to live by another rule than
that of reason and common equity, which is
that measure God has set to the actions of men,
for their mutual security; and so he becomes
dangerous to mankind, the tye, which is to
secure them from injury and violenge, being
slighted and broken by him. Which being a
trespass against the whole species, and the
peace and safety of it, provided for by the law
of nature, every man upon this score, by the
right he hath to preserve mankind in general,
may restrain, or where it is necessary, destroy
things noxious to them, and so may bring such
evil on any one, who hath transgressed that
law, as may make him repent the doing of it,
and thereby deter him, aud by his example
otbers, from doing the like mischief. And in
this case, and upon this groungd, every man
hath a right to punish the offender, and be exe- -
cutioner of the law of nature. -

§. 9. I doubt not but this will seem a very
strange doctrine to some men : but before they
condemn it, I desire them to resolve me, by
what right any prince or state can put to death,

or punish an alien, for any crime he commits .

in their country. It is certain their laws, by
o
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virtue of any sanction they receive fromh the
promulgated will of the legislative, reach not a
stranger thq speak not to hlm, nor, if they
did,. is he- bound,l;gA hearken to ‘theii? ~The

“legislative authonty, by ‘which they are in force

over the subjects of that commonwealth, hath
no power over him. Those who have the
supreme power of making laws in England,
France or Holland, are to an Indian, but like
the rest of the world, men without authority :
and therefore, if by the law of nature every man
hath not a power to punish offences against-it,
as he soberly judges the case to require, I see

‘not how the magistrates of any community can
. punish an alien of another country; since, in

~reference to him, they can have no more power

f’:than what every man naturally may have over

- fhnother

Ty as c A
- person, who finds it just, may also join with

§. 10. Besides the crime which consists in
violating the law, and varying from the right
rule of reason, whereby a man so far becomes
degenerate, and declares himself to quit the
principles of human nature, and to be a noxioas
creature, thege is commonly ‘imjury done to
some person or other, and some other man re-
teives damage by his transgression; in which
case he who hath received any damage, has,
besides the right of punishment ‘common to him
with other men, a particular right to seek repa-
ration from him that has done it: and any other

him that is injured, and assist him in recover-
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ing from the offender so much as may make
satisfaction for the harm he has suffered.

§. 11. From these two distinct rights, the
one of punishing the crime for restraint, and
preventing the like offence, which right ‘of pus
nishing is in every body; the other of taking
reparation, which. belongs only to the injured
party, comes it to pass that the magistrate, who
by being magistrate hath ‘the common right of
punishing putinto his hands, can often, where the
public good demands not the execution of the
law, remit the punishment of criminal offences
by his own authority, but yet cannot remit the
satisfaction due to any private man: for the
damage he has received. That, hé  who has
suffered the damage has a right to: demand in
bis own name, and he alone can remit: .the
damnified person has this power of appropri-
ating to himself the goods.or service of :the
offender, by right of self-preservation, as every
man has a power to ‘punish the crime, to pre-
vent its being committed again, dy the right ke
has of preserving all mankind, and-doing' all
reasonable things he.can in order to that end:
and thus it is, -that every man,:in the state of

pature, has a power to kill a murderer, both "~

to -deter others from doing the like- injury,
which no reparation can compensate, by tne
example of the punishment that attends it from
every body, and also to secure men from -the
attempts of a criminal, who having renounced
reason, the common rule and measure God
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bath given to mankind, hath, by the unjust
violence and slaughter he hath committed upon
one, declared war against all mankind, .and
therefore may be destroyed as a lon or a tyger,

.. ,.one of those wild savage beasts, with whom

men can have no society nor security: and
upon this is grounded that great law of nature,
¢ Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall
¢ his blood be shed.”” And Cain was so fully
convinced, that every one had a right to destroy
such a criminal, that after the murder of his
brother, he cries out, Every one that findeth me
shall slay me; so plain was it writ in. the hearts
of all mankind.
- §. 12. By the same reason may a man in-the
state of nature punish the lesser breaches of that
~ law. It will perhaps be demanded, with death ?
1 answer, each transgression may be punished
to that degree, and with so much severity, as
will suffice to make it an ill bargain to the
offender, give him cause to repent, and terrify
others from doing the like. Every offence,
that can be committed in the state of nature,
may in the state of nature be also punished
equally, and as far forth as it may, in a com-
monwealth: for though it would be besides
my present purpose, to enter here into the
particulars of the law of nature, or its measures
of punishment; yet, it is certain there is such a
law, and that too, as intelligible and plain to a
rational creature, and a studier of that law, as
the positive laws of commonwealths: nay,
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possibly plainer; as much as reason is easier
to be understood, than the fancies and intricate
contrivances of men, following- contrary and
hidden interests put into words; for so truly
are a great part of the municipal laws of coun-
tries, which are only so far right, as they are
founded on the law of nature, by which they are
to be regulated and interpreted.

§. 13. To this strange doctrine, viz. That
in the state of nature every one has the execulive
power-of.the law of nature, I doubt not but .it
will be objected, that it is unreasonable for men
to be judges in their own cases, that self-love
will make men partial to themselves and their
friends: and on the other side, that ill-nature,
passion and revenge will carry them too far in
punishing others; and hence nothing but con-
fusion and disorder will follow ; and that there-
fore God' hath certainly appointed government
to restrain the partiality and violence of men.
I easily grant, that civil government_is the pro-
per remedy for the: inconveniences of the state "
of nature, which must certainly be great, where
men may be judges in their own case, since it
i8 easy to be imagined, that he who was so un--
just as to do his brother an injury, will scarce
be so just as to condemn himself for it; but I
shall desire those who make this objection, to
remember, that absolute monarchs are but men ;
and if government is to be the remedy of those
evils, which necessarily follow from men’s being
Judges in their own cases, and the state of na-
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ture is therefore not to be endured, I desire to
know what kind of government that is, and
how much better it is than the state of nature,
‘where one man, commanding a multitude, has
the liberty to be judge in his own case, and may
do to all his subjects whatever he-pleases, with-
out the least liberty to any one to. question or
controul those who execute his pleasure? and
in whatsoever he doth, whether led by reason,
mistake or passion, must be .submitted to?
much better it is in the state of nature, wherein
men.are not bound to submit to the unjust will
of another:' and if he that- judges, judges
amiss in his own, or any other case, he is an-
swerable for it to the rest of mankind.

i §. 14. It is often_asked as a mighty objcc-
tion, where are, or ever were there any men in
such a state of nature? To which it may suffice
as an answer ‘at present, that since all princes
and rulers of -independent ...governments all
through the world,. are in a state of.nature, it is
plain the world never was, nor ever will be,
without numbers of ‘men in that state, I have
named all governors of independent communi-
ties, whether they are, .or are not, in league
with others: for it is not every ‘compact that

‘puts an end to the state of nature between men,

but only this one of agreeing together mutually
to enter into one community, and make one
body politic; other promises, and compacts,
men may make one with another, and yet sti}l
be in the state of nature. The promises and
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bargains for truck, &c. between the two men in
the desert island, mentioned by Garcilasso de
la Vega, in his history of Peru; or between a
Swiss and an Indian, in the woods of America,
are_binding to them, though they are perfectly
in a.state of nature, in reference to one another:
for-truth and keeping of faith belongs to men,
as men, and not as members of society.

§. 15. To those that say, there were never
any men’ in the state of nature, 1 will not only
oppose the authority of the judicious Hooker,
Eccl. Pol. lib. . sect. 10. where he says, ¢« The
« laws which have been hitherto mentioned, s. e.
¢ the laws of nature, do bind-men absolutely,
¢ even as they are men, although they have
¢ pever any settled fellowship, never any solemn
¢ agreement amongst themselyves what to do, or
“ not to do: but forasmuch as we are not by
“ ourselves sufficient to furnish ourselves with
« competent store of things, needful for such a
« life as our nature doth desire, a life fit for the
« dignity of man ; therefore to supply those de-
« fects and imperfections which are in us, as
" ¢ living singly and solely by ourselves, we are
¢ naturally induced to seek communion and fel-
“ lowship with others: this was the cause of
“ men’s uniting themselves at first in politic
¢ gocieties.”’
are naturally in that state, and remain so, till by
their own consents they make themselves mem-
bers of some politic society; and I doubt not

But I moreover affirm, that all men .

por e

in the sequel of this discourse, to make it very .

clear.
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CHAPTER IILI.
Of the State of War.

§. 16. The state of war is a state of enmity
nd destruction: and therefore declaring by
word or action, not a passionate and hasty, but
a sedate settled design upon another man’s life
puts him in a state of war. with him against
whom he has declared such an intention, and
so has exposed his life to the other’s pawer to
be taken .away.. by huu, or any one that joins
with him in his defence, and espouses his
quarrel ; it being reasonable and just, I should
have a right to destroy that which threatens me
with destruction : for, by the fundamental law of
nature, man being to be preserved as much as
possible, when all cannot be preserved, the
safety of the innocent is to be preferred:
and one may destroy a man who makes war
upon him, or has discovered an enmity. to his
being, for the same reason that he may kill a
wolf or a lion; because such men are not under
the ties of the common-law of reason, have no
other rule, but that of force and violence, and
.so may be treated as beasts of prey, those
dangerous and noxious creatures, that will be
sure to destroy him whenever he falls into their
pOWGl'

§. 17. And hence it s, that he who attempts
to get another man into his absolute power,



OF €IVIL GOVERNMENT. 20.1.

does thereby put himself into a state of war
with him: it being to be understood as a decla-
ration of a design upon his life: for I have
reason to conclude, that he who would get meﬁ
into his power without my consent, would use |
me as he pleased when he had got me there, and : ;
destroy me too when he had a fancy toit; for :
nobody can desire to kave me in his absolute
power, unless it be to compel me by force to
that which is against the right of my freedom,
i. e. make me a slave. To be fres from such
force is the only security of my preservation ;
apd reason bids me look on him, as an enemy
to my preservatlon, who would take away that
Jreedam_which is the fence to it so that he
who makes an attempt to enslave me, thereby
puts himself into a state of war with me. - He
that, in the state of nature, would take away the .
Jreedom that belongs to any one in that state,
. must necessarily be supposed to have a design
to take away every thing else, that freedom
\bemg the foundation of all the rest; as he that
in the state of society, would take away the
Jreedom belonging to those of that society -or:
commonwealth, must be supposed to design
to take away from them every thing else, and
so be looked on as in a state of war.
§. 18. This makes it lawful for a man to k¢
a thief, who has not in the least hurt him, nor
declared any desigg upon his life, any farther
than by use of force, so to get him in his power
as to take away his money, or what he pleases,
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. .from him; because ‘using force, where he has

mo right, to get me into his power,. let. his
pretence be :what it will, I have no reason to
suppose,  that he, who-would: take away my
llbcrty, would not, ‘when. he had me .in his
‘ power,.take away.every thing else. And there-
fore it is lawful for me to treat him as one who
has put himself into a state of war with me, i.e.
kilbhim if I can; for to that hazard does he
“justly expose - himself, whoever-introduces.-a
state of war, and is aggressor in it. T
u§ 19. And here we have the plain difference’
between the state of nature and the state of war,
which however some men have confounded,
are as far distant, as a state of peace, good will,
mutual assistance and preservation, and a state
of enmity, malice, violence, and mutual destruc-
tien, are one from another. Men living together
according to reason, . without . a: _,commdn
superior on :earth, without authority-toe judge
between them,. is properly the state of Wature.
But force, or a declared design of force, upon
the person of another, where there is no com-

" mon superior on earth to appeal to for relief, is

the state of war : and it is.the want of such an
appeal gives a man the right of war even against
an aggressor, though he be in society and a
fellow subject. Thus a thief whom I cannot
harm, but by appeal to the law for having
stolen all that I am worth, I may kill, when he
sets on me to rob me but of my horse or coat;
because the law, which was made for my pre-
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servation, . where .it cannot.interpose to secure:
my life from present force, which, if lost, -is
capable of no reparation, permits. me my own
defence, and the right of war, a liberty to kill
the aggressor, because the .aggressor allows
~ not time to appeal to our common judgé, nor
the decision of the law, for. remedy in a case
where the mischief may be irreparable. Want
of a common judge with authority, puts.all -
men in a state of nature: farce without right,
_upon a man’s person, makes a state of war,
both where there is, and is not, a common

Jjudge.. : :

§. 20. But when the_ actual force is over,
the state of war ceases between those that,are
in-society, and are equally on both sides sub-
jected to the fair determination of the law;
because then there lies open the remedy of
appeal for: the  past injury, and to prevent
future harm : but where no such appeal is; ‘as
in":the state of nature, for want of positive
laws, and judges with authority to.appeal to,
the state of war once begun, continues; with
a right to the innocent party to destroy the .
other whenever he can, until the aggressor
offers peace, and desires reconciliation on sych -
terms as may repair any wrongs he has already
done,. and secure the innocent for the future;
nay, where an appeal to the law, and' consti-
tuted judges, lies open, but the remedyis
denied 'by a manifest perverting of justice, and

- a bare-faced wresting of the laws to protect or
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indemnify the violence or .injuries of some memn,
or party of men, there it is hard to imagine
any thing but a state of war: for where ever
violence ‘is used, and injury done, though by
hands -appointed to administer justice, it is
still violence and injury, however coloured
-with the name, pretences, or forms of law, the
-end whereof being to _protect and _redress the
innocent,’ by an unbiassed application of it, to
all who are under it; where ever that .is not
bona fide done, war is made upon the sufferers,
who having no appeal on earth to right them,
they are left to the only remedy in such.cases,
an appeal to heaven.

§. 21. To avoid this state qf war (wherein
there is no appeal but to heaven, and wherein
every the least difference is apt to end, where
there is no authority to decide between the
contenders) is one great reason of mep’s put-
tings themselves into society, and quitting-the
state of nature: for where there is.an autho-
rity, a power on earth, from which relief can
be had by appeal there the. continuance of the
stale of war is excluded, and the controversy
is decided by that power. Had there been
any such court, any superior jurisdiction on
earth, to determine the right between Jephtha
and the Ammonites, they had never come to a
state of war: but we see he was forced to
appeal to heaven. ¢ The Lord the judge (says
‘“ he) be judge this day between the children of
“ Israel and the children of Ammon,” Judg. xi.
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27. and then prosecuting, and relying on his
appeal, he leads out his army to battle: and
therefore . in such controversies, where the
question is put, who shall be judge? It cannot
be meant, who shall decide the controversy ;
every one knows what Jephtha here tells us,
that the Lord the judge shall judge. Where
there is no judge on earth, the appeal lies to
God in heaven. That question then cannot
mean, who shall judge, whether another hath
put himself in a state of war with me, and
whether 1 may, as Jephtha did, appeal to
heaven in it ? of that I myself can only be judge
in my own conscience, as I will answer it,

at the great day, to the supreme judge of all
men. .

CHAPTER IV.
Of SLAVERY.

§. 22. The natural liberéy of man is to be
free from any superior power on earth, and not
to be under the will or legislative authority of
man, but to have only the law of nature for
his rule. The lberty of man, in society, is to -
be under no other legislative power, but that :
established, by consent, in the commonwealth ;-
nor under the dominion of any will, or restraint
of any law, but what that legislative shall
enact, according to the trust put in it. Free-
dom then is pot what Sir Robert Filmer tells
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. us, Observations, A. 55. * a liberty for every one
‘ to do what he lists, to live as he pleases, and
“ not to be tied by any laws ¢’’ but. freedom of
men under government is, to have a standing rule
t0.live by, common to every one of that society,
and made by the legislative power erected in
it; .a liberty to follow my own will in all things,
where the rule prescribes not; and not to be
subject to the inconstant, uncertain, unknown,

: arbitrary :will of another man: as freedom of

.. #ature is, to be under no other restraint but the
‘\lasw of nature,

§. 23. This freedom from absolute, arbltmry
power, is.so necessary to, and closely joined
with a man’s preservation, that-he.cannatpart
with it, but by what forfeits his preservation

 and life together: for a man, not having the
power of his own life, cannot, by compact, or
his- own .consent, enslave himself to any-one,
nor put himself under the absolute, arbitrary
power of another, to take away his life, when
he pleases. No body can give more power
than he has himself; and he that cannot take
away his own life, cannot. give another power
over. it. . Indeed,- having by his fault forfeited
his own life, by some act that deserves death'}
he, to- whom he has forfeited it, may (when he
has him _in his power) delay to take it, and
make use of 'him to his service, and he does
him no injury by it: for, whenever he finds
the hardship of his slavery outweigh the value
of his life, it is in his power, by.resisting the
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will of his master, to draw on himself the death
he desires.

§. 24. This is the perfect condition of sla-
very, which is nothing else, but the state of war-,
centinued, between a lawful conqueror and a cap-)
tive : for, if once compact enter between them,
and make an agreement for a limited power
on the one side, and obedience on the other,
the state of war and slavery ceases, as long as
the compact endures: for, as has been said,
no man can, by agreement, pass over to another
that which he hath not in himself, a power over
his own life. .

I confess we find among the Jews, as well
as other nations, that men did sell themselves ;
but it is plain, this was only to drudgery, not
to slavery : for, it is evident, the person seld
was not under an absolute, arbitrary, despotical
power: for the master could not -have power
to kill him, at any time, whom, at a certain
time, he was obliged to let go free out of his
service; and the master of such a servant was
so far from having an arbitrary power over his
life, that he could not, at pleasure, so much as
maim him, but the loss of an eye, or tooth, set
him free, Exod. xxi. - : -
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CHAPTER V.
Of PROPERTY.

-§. 25. Whether we consider natural reason,
which tells us, that men, being once born, have
aright to their preservation, and:- consequently
to meat and drink, and such other things as
nature affords for their subsistence: or revela-
tion, which gives us an account of those
grants God .made of the world to Adam, and
to Noah, and his sons, it is very clear, that
God, as king- David says, Psal. cxv. 16. has
given the earth to the children of men; given
it to mankind in common. But this being
"supposed, it seems to some a very great diffi-
calty, how any one should ever come to have
a property in any thing: I will not content
myself to answer, that if it be difficult to make
out property upon a supposition that God gave
the world to Adam, and his posterity in com-
mon, it is impossible that any man, but one
universal monarch, should have -any property
upon a supposition, that God gave. the world
to Adam, and his heirs in succession, exclusive
of all the rest of his posterity. But 1 shall
endeavour to shew, how men might come to
have a property in several parts of that which
God gave to mankind in common, and that
without any express compact of all the com-

' moners.
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§. 26. God, who hath given the world to
men in common, hath also given them reason
to make use of it to the best advantage of life,
and convenience. The earth, and all that is
therein, is given to men for the support and
comfort of their being. And though all the
fruits it naturally produces, and beasts it
feeds, belong to mankind in common, as they
are produced by the spontaneous hand of
nature; and nobody has originally a private
dominion, exclusive of the rest of mankind,
in any of them, as they are thus in their natural
state: yet being given for the use of men, there
must of necessity be a means to appropriate
them some way or other, before they can be
of any use, or at all beneficial to any particular
man. The fruit, or venison, which nourishes
the wild Indian, who knows no inclosure, and
is still a tenant in common, must be his, and
so his, 2. e. a part of him, that another can
no longer have any rizht to it, before it can do
him any good for the support of his life.

§. 27. Though the earth, and all inferior
creatures, be common to all men, yet every
man has a property in his own person : this no
body has any right_ to but himself. - The lubour
of his body, and the work of his hands, we
may say, are properly his. Whatsoever then
he removes out of the state that nature hath
provided,’ and left it in, he hath mixed his
labour with, and joined to it something that is
his own, and thereby makes it his property. It

P
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being by him removed from the common state
nature hath placed it in, it hath by this labour
something annexed to it, that excludes the

common right of other men J for this dabour

being the unquestionable property of-the la-
beurer, no 'man but he can have a right to
what that is once joined to, at least where
there is enough, and as good, left in common
for others.

§-28. He that is nourished by the acorns
he picked up under an oak, or the apples he
gathered from the trees in the wood, has cer-
tainly appropriated them to himself. Nobody
can deny but the nourishment is his. I ask
then, when did they begin to be his? when he
digested ? or when he eat? or when he boiled ?
or when he brought them home? or when he
picked them up? and it is plain, if the first
gathering . made . them not_his, .nathing else
could. " That labour put a distinction between
them and common: that added something to
them more than nature, the common mother
of all, had done; and so they became hid
private right. And will any one say, he had
no right to those acorns or apples, he thus

& appropriated, because he had not the consent

of all mankind to make them his? Was it a
robbery thus to assume to himself, what be-
longed to all in common? If. such.a._consent
as that was necessary, man had starved, not-
w1thstandmg the plenty God had given_him.
We see in commons, which remain so by com-

v
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pact, that it is the taking any part of what is
common, and removing it out of the state na-
ture leaves it in, which begins the property;
without which the common is of no use.: And
the taking of this or that part, does not depend
on the express consent of all the commoners.
Thus the grass my horse has bit ; the turfs my’
servant has cut; and the ore I have digged in
any place, where I have a right to them in
common with others, become my property,
without-the assignation or consent of any body.
The 4aborwr- that .was mine, .removing them ont
of that commen state. they. were in, hath fired
.my.property in them.

§.29. By making an explicit consent of —
every commoner necessary to any one’s appro-
priating to himself any part of what is given in
common, children or servants could not cut
the meat, which their father or master had pro-
vided for them in common, without assigning
to every one his peculiar part. Though the
water running in the fountain be every one’s,
yet who can doubt but that in the pitcher is
his only who drew it out? His labour hath
taken it out of the hands of nature, where it
was common, and belonged equally to all her
children, and hath thereby appropriated it to
himself.

§. 30. Thus this law of reason makes the
deer that Indian’s who hath killed it; it is
allowed to be his goods, who hath bestowed
his labour upon it, though before it was the
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common right of every one. And amongst

those who are counted the civilized part of
mankind, who have made and multiplied posi-
tive laws to determine property, this original
law of nature, for the beginning of property, in
what was before common, still takes place;
and by virtue thereof, what fish any one catches
in the ocean, that great and still remaining
common of mankind; or what ambergrease
any one takes up here, is by the labour that
removes it out of that common state nature left
it in, made his property, who takes that pains
about it. And even amongst us, the hare that
any one is hunting, is thought his who pursues
her during the chase: for being a beast that is
still looked upon as common, and no man’s
private possession ; whoever has employed so
much labour about any of that kind, as to find
and pursue her, has thereby removed her from
the state of nature, wherein she was common,
and hath begun a property.

§.31. It will perhaps be objected to this,
that if gathering the acorns, or other fruits of
the earth, &c. makes a right to them, then any
one may ingross as much as he will. To which
I answer, Not so. The same law. of nature,
that does by this means give us property, does
also bound that property too. * God has given
¢ usall things richly,”” 1 Tim. vi. 12. is the voice
of reason confirmed by inspiration. But how

" far has he given it us? To emjoy. As much as

any one can make use of to any advantage .of
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life before it spoils, so. much_ Jle_.may_hy—his
labour_ fix a property in.:.whatever is beyond
this, is more than his share, and belongs to _l
others. Nothing was made by God for man to
sponl or destroy. And thus, considering the
plenty of natural provisions there was along time
in the world, and the few spenders; and to how
small a part of that provision the industry of
one man could extend itself, and ingross it to
the prejudice of others ; especially keeping with.

in the bounds, set by reason, of what might
serve for his wuse; there could be then little
room for quarrels or contentions about property
so established.

§. 32. But the chief mailer of property being
now not the fruits of the earth, and the beasts
that subsist on it, but the earth itself; as that
which takes in and carries with it all the rest;

I think it is plain, that property in that too is
acquired as the former. As much land as a™
man tills, plants, improves, cultivates, and can /
use the product of, so much is his property=”
He by his labour does, as it were, inclose it for
the common. Nor will it invalidate his right,
to say every body else has an equal title to it;
and therefore he cannot appropriate, he cannot
inclose,. without the consent of all his fellow-
commoners, all “mankind.” “'God, when he gave
‘the world in common to all mankind, com-
manded man also to labour, and the penury
of his condition required it of him. God and
his reason commanded him to subdue the earth,
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1. e. improve it for the benefit of life, and there-
in lay out something upon it that was his own,
his labour. He that in obedience to this com-
/ mand of God subdued, tilled and sowed any
: part of it, thereby annexed to it something that
" was his property, which another had no title to,
nor could without injury take from him.
- §-83. Nor was this appropriation of any
parcel of land, by improving it, any prejudice
to any other man, since there was still enough,
and as good left; and more than the yet um-
provided could use. So that, in effect, there
was never the less left for others because of his
inclosure for himself: for he that leaves as
much as another can make use of, does as
good as take nothing at all. No body could
think himself injured by the drinking of another
man, though he took a good draught, who had
a whole river of the same water left him to
quench his thirst: and the case of land and
water, where there is enough of both, is per-
fectly the same.
§. 34. God gave the world to men in com-
- mon; but since he gave it them for their bene-
fit, and the greatest conveniences of life they
were capable to draw from it, it cannot be sup-
posed he meant it should always remain com-
mon and uncultivated. He gave it to the use
--of the industrious and rational, (and labour was
to be Ais title to it;) not to the fancy or covet-
ousness of the quarrelsome and contentious.
He that had as good left for his improvement,
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as was already ta&xen up, needed not complain,
ought not to meddle with what was already
improved by another’s labour: if he did, it is
plain he desired the benefit of another’s pains,
which he had no right to, and not the ground
which God had given him in common with
others to labouy on, and whereof there was as
good left, as that already possessed, and more
than he knew what to do with, or his industry
could reach to. -
§. 85. It is true, in land ‘that is commdn in
England, or any other country where there is
plenty of people under government, who have
money and commerce, no one can inclose or
appropriate any part, without the consent of
all_his_fellow-commoners ; because this is left
common by compact, . e.. by-the -law- of the
land,. which is not to.be violated. And though
it be common, in respect of some men, it is not
so to all mankind; but is the joint property of
this country, or this parish. Besides the re-
mainder, after such inclosure, would not be as
good to the rest of the commoners, as the whole
was when they could all make use of the
whole ; whereas in the beginning and first
peopling of the great common of the world, it
was quite otherwise. The law man was under,
was rather for appropriating. God command-
ed, and his wants forced him to labour. That
was his property which could not be taken from
. him wherever he had fixed it. And hence
subduing or cultivating the earth, and having
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dominion, we see are joined together. The
one gave title to the other. So that God, by
commanding to subdue, gave authority so far
to appropriate: and the condition of human
life, which requires labour and materials to
work on, necessarily introduces private pos-
sessions.

-§. 86. The measure of property nature has
well set by the extent of men’s labour and the
comveniences of life; no man’s labour could
ubdue, or appropriate all; nor could his en-

‘*"gq joyment consume mere than a small part; so
,'é > -thatit was impossible for any man, this way, to
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. iftrench--upen the.right .of.

another, or _acquire
" to himself a. property to. the_ prejudlce of bis
nelghbour, who would still have room for as
+ good, and as large a possession (after the other
had taken out his) as before it was appropriated.

- This measure did confine every man’s posses-

sion to a very moderate proportion, and such
as he might appropriate to. himself, without
injury to any body, in the first ages of the
world, when men were more in danger to be
lost, by wandering from their company in the
then vast wilderness of the earth, than to be
straitened for want of room to plant in. And
the same measure may be allowed still without
prejudice to any body, as full as the world
seems: for suppesing a man, or family, in the
state they were at first peopling of the world
by the children of Adam, or Neah; let him
plant in some inland, vacant places of America,
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we shall find that the possessions he could make
himself upon the measures we have given, would -
not be very large, nor, even to this day, preju-
dice the rest of mankind, or give them reason
to complain, or think themselves injured by
this man’s encroachment, though the race of
men have now spread themselves to all the
corners of the world, and .do infinitely exceed
the small number which was at the beginning.
Nay, the extent of ground is of so little value,
without labour, that I have heard it affirmed,
that in Spain itself a man may be permitted to
plough, sow and reap, without being disturbed,
upon land he has no other title to, but only his
making use of it. But on the contrary, the
inhabitants think themselves beholden to him,
who, by his industry on neglected, and conse- ’
quently waste land, has increased the stock of
corn, which they wanted. But be this as it will,
which 1 lay no stress on; this I dare boldly
affirm, that the same rule of propriety, (viz.)
that every man should have as much as h
could make use of, would hold still in the
world, without straitening any body: sincé
there is land enough in the world to suffice’
double the inhabitants, had not the invention '
of money, and the tacit.agreement of men’ to
put a value on it, introduced by consent,_larger
-possessions, and a right to them; which, how
it has done, I shall by and by shew more at
large.

§. 97. This is certain, that in the beginning,
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before the desire of having more than man -
y needed had altered the intrinsic value of things,
which depends only on their usefulness to the
life of man : or had agreed that a lttle piece of
yellow metal, which would keep without wast-
ing or decay, should be worth a great piece of
flesh, or a whole heap of corn; though men
had a right to appropriate, by their labour,
each one to himself, as much of the things of
nature, as he could use: yet this could not be
much, nor to the prejudice of others, where the
same plenty was still left to those who would
use the same industry. To which let me add,
that he, who appropriates land to himself by
his labour, does not lessen, but increase the
common stock of mankind: for the provisions
" gerving to the support of human life, produced
by one acre of inclosed and cultivated land,
are (to speak much within compass) ten times
more than those which are yielded by an acre
of land of an equal richness lying waste in
common. And therefore he that incloses land,
and has a greater plenty of the conveniences of
life from ten acres, than he could have from an
hundred left to nature, may truly be said to
give ninety acres to mankind: for his labour
now supplies him with provisions out of ten
acres, which were but the product of an hun-
dred lying in common. I have here rated the
improved land very low, in making its product
but as ten to one, when it is much nearer an
hundred to one: tor I ask, whether in the wild
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woods and uncultivated waste of America, left
to nature, without any improvement, tillage or
husbandry, a thousand acres yield the needy
and wretched inhabitants as many conveniences
of life, as ten acres of equally fertile land do in
Devonshire, where they are well cultivated.

Before the appropriation of land, he who
gathered as much of the wild fruit, killed,
caught, or tamed, as many of the beasts, as he
could; he that so employed. his pains about
any of the spontaneous products of nature, as
any way to alter them from the state which
nature put them in, by placing any of his labour
on them, did thereby acquire a propriety in
them : but if they perished, in his possession,
without their due use; if the fruits rotted, or
the venison putrified, before he could spend it,
he offended against the common law of nature,
and was liable to be punished; he invaded his
neighbour’s share ; for he had no right farther
than his own use called, for any of them, and
they might serve to afford him conveniences of
life.

§. 38. The same measures governed the pos-
session of land too: whatsoever he tilled. and
reaped, laid up and made use of, before it
spoiled, that was his peculiar right; whatso.
ever he enclosed, and could feed, and make
use of, the cattle and product was also his,
But if either the grass of his inclosure rotted
on the ground, or the fruit of his planting
perished without gathering, and laying up, this
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part of the earth, notwithstanding his inclosure,
was still to be looked on as waste, and might
be the possession of any other. Thus, at the
beginning, Cain might take as much ground
as he could till, and make it his own land, and
yet leave enough to Abel’s sheep to feed on;
a few acres would serve for both their posses-
sions. But as farhilies increased, and industry
enlarged their stocks, their possessions enliarged
with the need of them; but yet it was com-
monly without any fized property in the ground
they made use of, till they incorporated, settled
themselves together, and built cities ; _and.thep,

' by-consenty-they-came. in - time,-to-set-oué~the

bouands_qf their.-distincs Sevriteries,..and agree
on limits between them and their neighbours ;
and by laws within themselves, settled the
properties of those of the same society: for we
see, that in that part of the world which was
first inhabited, and therefore like to be best
peopled, even as low down as Abraham’s time,
they wandered with their flocks, and their
herds, which was their substance, freely up
and down ; and this Abraham did, in a country
where he was a stranger. Whence it is plain,
that at least a great part of the land lay n
common; that the inhabitants valued it not,

"nor claimed property in any more than they

made use of. But when there was not room

enough in the same place, for their herds to

feed together, they by g{@ as Abraham

and Lot did, Gen. xiii. 5. separated and en-
]
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larged their pasture, where it best liked them.
And for the same reason Esau went from his
father, and his brother, and planted in mount
Seir, Gen. xxxvi. 6. v

§. 89. And thus, without supposing any pris
vate dominion, and property in Adam, over all
the world, exclusive of all other men, which
can no way be proved, nor any oue’s property
be made out from it; but supposing the world
given, as it was, to the children of men in com-
mon, we see how labour could make men dis-
tinct titles to several parcels of it, for their
private uses ; wherein there could be no doubt
of right, no room for quarrel. - 4

.§. 40. Nor is it so strange, as perhaps before
consideration it may appear, that the property
of labour should be able to over-balance the
community of land: for it is labour-indeed that
puls the difference of value on every thing ; and
let any one consider what the difference is
between an acre of land planted with tobacco
or sugar, sown with wheat or barley, and an
acre of the same land lying in common, with-
out any husbandry upon it, and he will find,
that the improvement of labour makes the far
greater part of the value. I think it will be
but a very modest computation to say, that .
of the products of the earth useful to the life of
man, nine-tenths are the effects of labour : nay,
if we will rightly estimate things as they come
to our use, and cast up the several expences
about them, what in them is purely owing to
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nature, and what to labour, we shall find, that
in most of them ninety-nine hundredths are
wholly to be put on the account of labour.

§. 41. There cannot be a clearer demon-
stration of any thing, than sever